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Abstract 
A PROGRAM EVALUATION:   
EXAMINING THE EFFECT OF A RESIDENTIAL BUSINESS LEARNING 
COMMUNITY ON UNIVERSITY ENGAGEMENT AND ACADEMIC 
ACHIEVEMENT 
Chris Finnin 
Drexel University, August 2015 
Chairperson: Joyce Pittman, Ph.D. 
A business college at a large, private research university in the northeastern United States 
started a residential freshman learning community in 2002.  To date, the program has not 
been evaluated to ensure program goals and learning outcomes are being achieved.  The 
purpose of this mixed-methods study was to conduct an evaluation of the learning 
community program to measure the academic achievement and university engagement of 
both learning community participants and non-participants two years following their 
enrollment in the program.  The study focused on traditional college students ages 20-22 
who were enrolled in an undergraduate business college.  The central research question 
was as follows: How does participation in a first-year business learning community 
(BLC) at an urban research university contribute to the academic success and university 
engagement of students in their third year of undergraduate study?  Additional research 
questions explored and examined the learning community’s effect on student 
achievement and retention.  The mixed-methods study incorporated the Context Input 
Process Product (CIPP) model of evaluation to address the research questions.   
 xv 
  
 xvi 
Chapter 1: Introduction to the Problem 
Building a strong and connected community of peers has played a role in America 
since before its founding.  Sarason (1974) describes the sense of community as “the 
perception of similarity to others […] and the feeling that one is part of a larger 
dependable and stable structure” (p. 157).  Communities are typically built around the 
notion that people have similar interests, traits, goals, and objectives; they can bring 
people together as a group where members can trust, rely upon, and serve each other.  A 
growing number of institutions of higher learning (IHLs) have implemented first-year 
undergraduate learning communities across disciplines and interests in an effort to 
improve traditional students’ education and social experiences while also improving their 
retention.  Students in first-year learning communities enroll in courses together, 
typically reside on the same floor within the same dormitory, and join in social and 
professional development events as a group.   
In their broadest sense, learning communities bring together a group of students 
who are engaged in actively learning from and with each other (Smith, Shochet, Fleming, 
& Moynahan, 2004). Since their beginning in the 1980s, learning communities have 
consistently been viewed as high-impact educational practices positively related to 
students’ college learning and success (Kuh, 2008).  Gabelnick et al. (1990) define 
learning communities as the “purposeful restructuring of the curriculum by linking 
courses that enroll a common cohort of students” (p.5).  Cross (1998) suggests that “the 
purpose of learning communities is to facilitate active over passive learning, teamwork 
and cooperation as opposed to competition, and foster a sense of community,” contending 
that “research on learning outcomes frequently involves huge data banks of correlational 
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studies that investigate which subset of students learned the most in college, and a best 
guess at what was responsible” (p. 7).   
As colleges and universities continue to allocate resources to learning 
communities, it is important that they be able to justify the costs as positively 
contributing to students’ overall education (St. Onge, 2002).  In addition, colleges and 
universities are feeling greater pressure to retain all students to graduation (Crosling, 
Thomas, & Heagney, 2008).  The costs of being unable to retain students within the 
college or university are significant to IHLs, both in terms of real dollars and prestige 
(Crosling et al., 2008).   
Problem Statement 
 The problem in the proposed mixed-methods study is the need to evaluate 
whether a residential first-year business learning community (BLC) was implemented 
with fidelity to its design.  For the purposes of this study, proper implementation was 
determined by successful achievement of the BLC’s defined learning goals.  
 The following BLC goals have been articulated to faculty, staff, and students 
participating in the program: As a result of their participation in the BLC, students will be 
able to identify as a member of the college community focused on academic excellence, 
leadership development, community service, and curricular and extra-curricular 
engagement as evidenced by grade point averages (GPAs) above the college average, 
leadership pursuits, and documented engagement both within the College and the 
university at large.  As a result of their participation in the BLC, students will be able to 
perform the following activities: 
 Form effective study groups 
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 Collaborate with other students in the BLC to master material by working 
together outside of class on course assignments and attending peer-led 
student groups 
 Establish social connections with other students in the BLC by 
participating in BLC social activities and events 
 Interact with BLC faculty in formal (i.e., office hours) and informal 
venues 
 Interact in positive ways with diverse students  
 Develop a civically engaged mindset through service in the community 
and through the BLC- required CIVIC 101 course 
 Develop leadership skills through participating in BLC executive boards 
and committees, competing in case competitions, and becoming involved 
in student organizations 
 Recognize their role in the BLC’s sustainability and the BCLU’s 
continued growth through their participation in prospective student visits, 
overnights, panels, and classroom shadowing 
As new students enter the program, the goals of the program are communicated in 
writing and verbally to those students.  For faculty and staff, the goals are communicated 
each year during a faculty meeting at the beginning of the academic year.   
The study examined and explored the academic achievement and university 
engagement of students who were in their third year of study at a business college housed 
within a large urban research university (BCLU) by evaluating the fidelity of 
implementation for a learning community model.  The study will help fill a void in the 
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literature by providing a measurement of learning community and non-learning 
community students two years after their experience.  The BLC has served the BCLU 
since 2003, so ensuring the program’s objectives are being met is important to its success 
and potentially even to the business college’s financial stability within the larger 
university. 
Purpose and Significance of the Problem 
The purpose of this mixed-methods study was to conduct a program evaluation of 
a first-year residential learning community at an urban research university’s business 
school to determine if the program was implemented as designed and to explore critical 
outcomes and success factors.  The study evaluates third-year students’ perceptions 
surrounding academic achievement and university engagement at the university, 
including students who participated and did not participate in BLC. 
Colleges and universities continue to allocate funding in both financial and human 
capital to learning communities.  In doing so, they need to justify to themselves, their 
university communities, and the communities at large that these programs improve 
students’ intellectual reasoning (St. Onge, 2002).  The rising costs of higher education 
have been a focus of local and national media conversations for a number of years.  
Undergraduate students have begun to realize that while getting into the class sections 
they most desire and successfully earning high grades are both preferred and important 
goals, they are no longer guaranteed jobs upon graduation.  Students are also becoming 
more aware of one constant in higher education – a yearly increase in their college tuition 
(Giffey, 2012).  With this scrutiny in mind, IHLs continue searching for ways to add 
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value to their degree programs, highlighting a degree’s worth in both direct and indirect 
terms.   
According to Rocconi (2010), a number of positive outcomes can result from 
students participating in a learning community, including greater and more fulfilling 
student-faculty interactions, an increase in problem-solving and higher-order thinking 
skills, and stronger writing skills.  Thus, college and university administrators across the 
United States are investing significant resources into developing residential learning 
communities. 
Research Questions Focused on Solution-Finding 
 The research questions surrounding the present study were focused on solution-
finding, and the researcher determined that a mixed-methods study would be completed 
utilizing the CIPP evaluation methodology developed by Daniel L. Shufflebeam (2007).  
The methodology was developed originally in 1969, with further developments and 
revisions in 1971, 1983 and 1985.  According to Burke-Sinclair, (2012) “The purpose of 
the CIPP [methodology] is to provide long-term sustainable and comprehensive 
framework for guiding evaluations of programs, projects, personnel, products, institutions 
and systems” (p. 15).  Within the CIPP framework, the researcher paid particular 
attention to the final two components, process and product, as the areas of focus for this 
study. 
The following research and evaluation questions were central to this study:  
1. How does participation in a first-year business learning community at an urban 
research university contribute to the academic success and university engagement 
of students in their third year of undergraduate study?  
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o Product: To what extent do students perceive academic achievement, 
retention, and engagement to be attributable to their participation in the 
business learning community? 
o Product: To what extent are third-year student outcomes impacted by their 
participation or non-participation in the learning community? 
o Product: To what extent do students who have participated in a 
university’s freshman learning community have different rates of 
retention engagement than their respective stand-alone counterparts two 
years following learning community participation? 
o Process: How do student perceptions reported on surveys indicate that 
participation in a freshman learning community experience was inherently 
more or less satisfying than what students had experienced in stand-alone 
courses? 
2. To what extent does participation in a freshman learning community result in the 
same or better grades for cohort students than for those in respective stand-alone 
course comparison groups two years following learning community participation? 
o Product: Is there a significant relationship between students’ academic 
achievement (GPA) in high school and their participation or non-
participation in a freshman learning community?  
3. How is the first-year business learning community implemented as designed to 
achieve intended and unintended outcomes?   
o Process: How are the components of the learning community currently 
being implemented at the Research Site’s business school? 
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o Process: What factors serve to facilitate implementation? 
Conceptual Framework 
 The researcher followed a pragmatic approach in this study and focused on 
outcomes, with an intentional focus on delineating the study’s actions, situations, and 
consequences (Creswell, 2013).  Understanding and clarifying the process by which the 
BLC functions was important in answering three of the sub-research questions when 
considering the process and product within the CIPP framework.  Evaluating processes 
within programs similar to the BLC and beyond was also an imperative step for program 
effectiveness and sustainability (Stufflebean, 1972).  Within his work, Stufflebeam 
(1972) suggests that monitoring, documenting, and assessing program activities should be 
considered areas of focus in evaluating programs’ processes.  Both quantitative and 
qualitative measures address the questions in this study.  Product, the final category of the 
CIPP will detail four of the sub-research questions, and the questions will be addressed 
via the quantitative portion of the research.  
 In addition, the researcher recognized the need to provide a meaning from the 
experience and interaction with others associated with the study.  The first-year BLC 
evaluated in the study is managed by someone with whom the researcher has a collegial 
relationship and who has sought council from the researcher numerous times regarding 
the program’s efficacy.  This relationship is another rationale for the researcher’s stance 
towards pragmatism.   
The conceptual framework (see Figure 1) is grounded in the belief that high-
school academic success, family perspectives on the values of higher education, and 
levels of financial support provide the backdrop for undergraduate success.  These factors 
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can ultimately play a role in determining a student’s ability to succeed academically and 
engage with the university population.  The process outlined in the study allowed the 
researcher to assemble information necessary to answer the research questions, while 
filling a void within the current body of literature. 
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Researcher’s Stances and Experiential Base 
The researcher has spent the past twelve years as a faculty member on the staff 
advisory board for the BLC at a business school accredited by the Association to 
Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB).  In this capacity, the researcher has 
played an integral role in all aspects of the learning community, from creation of the 
student application to the selection of students to take part in the community, social and 
professional activities, and academic curriculum.   
Definition of Terms 
 BCLU – Business College Large University; describes the university where the 
study took place 
Figure 1. Theoretical framework. 
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 BLC – Business Learning Community; a group of students who live together in 
the same residence hall; take classes together; and participate in social, academic, 
and professional experiences as a group 
 Co-op – Cooperative Education; a program that balances classroom theory with 
periods of practical hands-on experience prior to graduation. Through the co-op 
program, students are able to alternate academic study with full-time employment, 
gaining practical experience in their field of study (Drexel University, 2014). 
 GPA – Grade Point Average; represents all grades from completed coursework 
averaged together for a specified period of time 
 Retention – Continued enrollment in the same institution in the fall semester of 
both freshman and sophomore years (National Student Clearinghouse Research 
Center [NSCRC], 2014) 
 Persistence – Continued enrollment at a higher education institution, including 
one different from initial enrollment, in the fall semester of both freshman and 
sophomore years (NSCRC, 2014) 
Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations 
The researcher began this study with the following three assumptions:  
1. The academic curricula for both learning community and non-learning 
community students was delivered with similar passion and enthusiasm.   
2. The learning community program was implemented as designed.  
3. The learning community will continue receiving adequate funding from 
the business college and the university.  
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The study also contained several limitations, the first of which centers on the 
BLC’s small population size; it accepts an annual class of 30 to 40 students.  A second 
limitation is that the study was conducted at only one research site. Finally, the study 
included only students enrolled in the BCLU.  Students who withdrew from the 
university or transferred to another college within the university prior to the start of the 
study were not invited to participate in the study.  It should also be noted that students 
self-select to apply for the BLC.  This self-selection could, by its very nature, yield 
higher-caliber students than those who do not apply for membership in a learning 
community.  
It is important to highlight the fact that students are enrolled in learning 
communities for their first of five years of study at the BCLU.  After the first year, the 
learning community is disbanded and a new group of first-year students is enrolled.  As 
such, drawing conclusions based on three academic terms of study within a learning 
community was a significant limitation of the study. 
Summary 
Anecdotal data from students, faculty, alumni, and administration at the BCLU 
suggest that the BLC adds significant value to students’ education in the college and the 
university at large.  However, until this study, little had been investigated beyond a 
grade-point comparison between BLC and non-BLC students.  This study’s purpose was 
to conduct a CIPP program evaluation (Stufflebeam, 2007) of the BLC to evaluate the 
fidelity of the program’s implementation to its intended design.  In addition, indirect 
benefits had not yet been explored.  This study will provide guidance to the BCLU in the 
future direction of learning communities and the potential of enrolling all first-year 
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students into learning communities, thus building upon the college’s vibrant community 
environment.   
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Chapter 2: The Literature Review 
Introduction 
A business college at a large university in the northeastern United States started a 
residential freshman learning community in 2002.  Until this study, the program had 
never been evaluated to ensure that program goals and learning outcomes were being 
achieved.  Thus, this mixed-methods study’s purpose was to conduct a CIPP program 
evaluation (Stufflebeam, 2007) of the learning community program and compare learning 
community participants to their stand-alone counterparts in the areas of academic success 
and university engagement.  
The study sought to answer how participation in a first-year residential BLC 
contributed to academic success and engagement of students in the years following 
participation or non-participation in the community.  A review of the literature is based 
on the following three research streams: student engagement, student learning, and 
student retention.  
Literature Review 
Price (2005) notes that much of the research on undergraduate learning 
communities has addressed the communities’ historical roots and philosophical 
underpinnings as a model of experiential learning.  The model has been shown to 
simultaneously improve student learning and enhance faculty learning. Tinto (2000) 
states that the benefits of learning communities extend beyond a better understanding of 
course content, however.  According to Frazier and Eighmy (2012), “[L]earning 
community students develop their own self-supporting groups, and they spend more time 
together out of class than do students in traditional classes – and do so in ways that 
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students report as supportive” (p. 4).  Rocconi (2010) also notes that in examining the 
relationship between learning community participation and educational outcomes, 
scholars have noticed that the benefit of learning community participation may be 
indirect, mediated through student engagement. Shapiro and Levine (1999) report that 
students participating in learning communities are more engaged overall compared with 
peers who did not participate in learning communities.   
In the monograph, Learning Community Research and Assessment: What We 
Know Now, Oertel (2001) defines the following five essential characteristics of learning 
communities: 
1. The curricula are integrated and interdisciplinary, cutting across departmental 
lines and divisions. 
2. There is a high level of faculty collaboration and participation in all facets of 
the learning community program. 
3. Learning is collaborative and active. 
4. There are ongoing assessments and communication about student learning 
outcomes and program results. 
5. The learning community program fits within the institution’s mission, 
structure, processes, culture, and climate. 
 These characteristics follow a list of 79 other characteristics gathered from 17 
learning community professionals, which highlights the desire of learning communities 
and their supporters to be a focal point of experiential learning and active learning 
environments.    
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In examining learning communities at a large Midwestern university, Frazier and 
Eighmy (2012) observed that student learning was a continuous process occurring both 
inside and outside the classroom.  Russo (1995) also observes that learning communities 
play a significant role in helping students adjust to life within the university environment, 
noting that learning communities help students connect with the discipline and their area 
of study, as well as with their peers. 
With a framework towards engaging students beyond the classroom environment, 
this researcher endeavors to determine a possible connection between students’ 
engagement levels and their connection with a learning community at a BCLU. 
Conceptual Framework 
The visual representation in Figure 2 outlines the areas addressed in the review of 
the literature: student learning, student retention, and student engagement.  As discussed 
by Rocco and Plakhotnik (2009), the conceptual framework seeks to describe and 
categorize concepts relevant to the research study and then to map relationships among 
those concepts. 
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Figure 2. Literature map. 
 
  In considering Astin’s (1984) theory, it is important to consider energy as both a 
qualitative and quantitative measure.  Involvement or engagement with academic content 
can be measured in amount of time spent with it, such as hours a student studies for a 
business exam. Involvement can also be measured qualitatively, investigating whether a 
student stares at a page in her business textbook or reads and comprehends the chapter’s 
content (Astin, 1984).  Pace (1979) contends that students enter college with particular 
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backgrounds, which leads to various amounts of effort, noting, “[T]he extent to which 
students exert their time and effort into the educational opportunities offered by 
institutions directly impacts their learning and development as a result of attending 
college” (p. 182)  
In addition, learning communities promote students’ interaction with their 
instructors.  Frequent faculty-student contact both in and out of classes is the most 
important factor in student motivation and engagement.  Knowing a few faculty members 
well enhances students’ intellectual commitment and encourages them to begin thinking 
about their own values and future plans (Chickering & Gamson, 1987).  Students 
typically respond positively with enthusiasm and engagement when they feel their faculty 
members have an interest in students’ growth and get to know students in their classes 
(Cross, 1998).  Learning communities build an inviting environment for students, which 
enables them to feel comfortable sharing ideas and thoughts and engaging in meaningful 
dialogue.  When thinking about learning community populations, “students report that 
they come to know their fellow students better and are able to work with them more both 
in and out of class – in contrast to conventional practices where students typically find a 
new group in virtually every class they take” (Grubb, 1999, p. 20).   
Stream One: Student Engagement 
In considering student engagement, Schlossberg’s theory on marginality and 
mattering is an important concept.  Schlossberg (as cited in Evans et al., 1998) contends 
that students feeling they do not fit into a social or academic environment leads to 
marginality and negative outcomes, such as “self-consciousness, irritability, and 
depression” (p. 27).  “Mattering” refers to the idea that one matters to someone else and 
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that one might be missed if gone.  If students feel they matter, they will likely be more 
engaged in social or academic aspects of university life, or both.  An important step 
towards students becoming engaged and involved is their interaction with peers. These 
interactions can occur at social events, such as ice-cream socials and scavenger hunt-type 
races, or academic and/or professional development events, like field trips and 
informational interviews.  These types of interactions can positively reinforce the 
knowledge transfer that occurs in the classroom and move into other areas of students’ 
college experience, such as social interactions. According to Tinto and Pusser (2008), 
“the more students are academically and socially involved, the more likely they are to 
persist and graduate” (p. 7). 
As students in a learning community spend more time together, develop more 
meaningful relationships, and interact with each other, their conversations may reach a 
deeper level of analysis and reflection.  This level of comfort both inside and outside the 
classroom may yield positive results academically and socially.  As Tinto (1997) notes, 
relationships fulfill learners’ needs for affiliation in the learning environment.   
Student involvement theory has its roots in Astin’s (1975) study of college 
dropouts, in which the researcher sought to identify the elements that contributed to 
student persistence at the undergraduate level.  The study revealed that the most 
important and significant element to student persistence was his or her residence.  Living 
on campus was found to have a positive relationship with retention; this effect occurred 
in all types of institutions and among all types of students, regardless of the usual metrics 
of sex, race, family history, or ability. 
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Shernoff (2002) refers to student engagement simply as “flow” or an “optimal 
experience,” an optimal state of mind that carries with it three elements or experiences 
designed to maximize student motivation to learn.  These elements include concentration, 
interest, and enjoyment.  For higher-education professionals, these three elements are 
central to Shernoff’s (2002) theory.  In addition to the state-of-mind ideals Shernoof 
discusses, Schaufeli et al. (2002) define engagement as a positive, affective, and fulfilling 
emotional state. 
Rocconi (2010) also notes, “[G]rowing evidence suggest that the positive benefits 
of participating in a learning community may be indirect and act through student 
engagement” (p. 180).  Pike and Kuh (2005) ground student-engagement theory in the 
works of Astin (1984, 1985), Pace (1984), and Kuh et al. (1989, 1991).  In addition, Zhao 
and Kuh (2004) suggest that the increasing opportunities afforded by learning 
communities for peer learning and interaction allow for the development of richer, more 
complex ways of thinking and knowing so that students learn at a deeper level.  As 
students are preparing to enter a competitive and global job market, these skills could 
provide for valuable gains. 
 Stefanou and Salisbury-Glennon (2001)  and Tinto (1997) both report that 
students in a learning community demonstrate greater involvement in both academic and 
social activities, hold significantly more positive perceptions of college, and indicate 
greater academic engagement than do students in the traditional curriculum. 
Stream Two: Student Retention 
As Tinto and Pusser (2006) point out, student retention “is easily one of the most 
widely studied topics in higher education over the past 30 years” (p. 4). According to the 
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National Student Clearinghouse Research Center (NSCRC, 2014), the full-time freshman 
persistence rate for undergraduate students attending four-year private non-profit 
universities has dropped 2.2 percent since 2009, and the retention rate has dropped 1.1 
percentage points.  This data also suggests that the largest drop in persistence rate among 
first-time undergraduate students was at four-year private universities.  
 
 
Figure 3. First-year persistence and retention rates. 
 
In broad strokes, researchers have discovered a number of factors that contribute 
to undergraduate student retention.  These factors generally include key aspects of the 
undergraduate experience, including social integration, a strong connection to the college 
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or university, and academic achievement (Leppel, 2002; Reason, 2009; Sanchez-
Leguelinel, 2008).  If students can be retained into their second year of undergraduate 
study, their probability of success at the university increases in each of their subsequent 
undergraduate years (Scott & Shah et al., 2008). 
While the fact that students must be academically successful to remain in college 
is rather obvious to some, the less-than-obvious issue revolves around students’ personal 
interactions and the critical ways in which those interactions can affect retention.  Roberts 
and McNeese’s (2010) research demonstrates that student interactions and experiences 
must be both academic and social.  In order to reduce the chances of attrition and increase 
student retention, colleges and universities continue searching for opportunities for 
students to become involved in student organizations and other campus and 
extracurricular activities, all designed to promote a deep integration into campus life and 
involvement with the university community.  Learning communities are one method that 
may help students transition successfully into the college environment (Pike, Schroeder, 
& Berry, 1997). 
Tinto and Pusser (2008) also state that five conditions within the university setting 
promote student success and, thereby, retention, including institutional commitment, 
institutional expectations, support, feedback, and involvement or engagement. Zhao and 
Kuh (2004) contend that learning communities can be especially influential, as they tend 
to be associated with increased social interactions with peers, extracurricular 
involvement, engagement, and graduation rates.  Pike, Schroeder, and Berry (1997) 
suggest these effects may be indirect, however; they concluded in one study that learning 
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communities enhance involvement in purposeful campus activities, which in turn 
positively affects student success.   
In addition, Rice and Lightsey (2001) found in a study that learning community 
students achieved a higher GPA than non-learning community students, attributing these 
gains to increased involvement, better faculty-student interaction, a sense of community, 
and participating in structured residence-hall activities. In studying another learning 
community, Johnson and Romanoff (1999) found that students were more satisfied with 
the institution and persisted at a higher rate than those not participating in a learning 
community.  More specifically, those students showed statistically significant higher 
interactions with faculty and higher ratings for satisfaction with their institution overall 
than did non-learning community students. Tinto (1998) shares, 
By requiring students to take courses together and organizing those courses 
around a theme, learning communities seek to construct a shared, coherent 
educational experience that is not just an unconnected array of courses.  In so 
doing, they seek to promote higher levels of cognitive complexity that cannot 
easily be obtained through participation in unrelated courses. (p. 171) 
 He subsequently concluded that learning communities facilitate student 
involvement in ways that promote intellectual development (St. Onge, 2002).   
Brower and Dettinger (1998) view learning itself as a transformative process in 
which individuals make sense of the world around them by integrating new information 
and experiences into what they have previously learned.  They contend that community-
based transformative learning can and should result in the development of professional, 
ethical, and civic responsibilities.  Additionally, Wenger (1998) and Wenger, 
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McDermott, & Snyder (2002) describe the following learning characteristics that take 
place in communities established for different reasons: 
a) Learning as the creation of meaning.  Learning is a continuous process and an 
integral part of our life by which we give a meaning to our experiences of life 
and of the world; 
b) Learning as the development of identity.  Learning is a process that transforms 
our ability to take part in the world by changing who we are, our practices and 
our belonging to communities;  
c) Learning as belonging to a community.  Learning is a process through which 
we are able to belong to a community; 
d) Learning as the result of performing a task within a community.  Learning can 
be defined as the re-alignment of experience and competences.  There is an 
imbalance when these two factors are too distant or too near each other to 
produce the necessary generative tension. (p. 193) 
In addition, Hesse and Mason (2005) comment,  
[T]he best learning communities are classrooms where students are connected 
through meaningful conversations in cooperative groups with each other and their 
teachers. Learning environments such as these can transform nontraditional 
students into powerful learners and persisters. (p. 30) 
 Much of the research and even anecdotal evidence continues to suggest that 
completing an undergraduate degree will dramatically increase students’ earning 
potential and life opportunities.  These life opportunities include a high degree of 
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community and national contributions, enhanced career opportunities, and higher 
earnings (Scott & Shah et al., 2008). 
Stream Three: Student Learning 
According to Cross (1998), the most radical, and some would say most coherent, 
concept of learning communities is based on the notion of collaborative learning.  Cross 
(1998) extends her thinking surrounding collaborative learning by noting, 
The fundamental assumption of constructivism is that knowledge is actively built 
by learners as they shape and build mental frameworks to make sense of their 
environments.  Such communities, it seems to me, would include college teachers 
and college students working collaboratively to learn chemistry or history or 
political science or another subject matter that is part of the higher education 
curriculum.  The practice of scholarship, many would say, is embedded in 
learning communities. (p. 9) 
It should also be noted that members of learning communities could be self-
confident students who, whether enrolled in a learning community or not, would likely 
excel in the classroom and outside the classroom.  These students may be more likely to 
seek out faculty contacts than students who are not doing well (Cross, 1998).  According 
to Rocconi (2010), research shows that student participation in a learning community is 
positively related to student-faculty interactions, interactions with peers, higher-order 
thinking and problem-solving, and writing ability.  St. Onge (2002) points out, “Students 
in a learning community in Southern Maine reported greater gains in their writing, 
understanding other points of view, ability to think critically, awareness of their own 
strengths and weaknesses, ability to work effectively in groups, and ability to make good 
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oral presentations” (p. 26).  Compared to non-learning community students, learning 
community students have reported increased cognitive skills and abilities, especially with 
reading and writing (Zhao & Kuh, 2004). 
However, according to Maher (2004), “facilitating student learning in any 
collaborative environment may be quite comfortable for some instructors, but for those 
who are accustomed to a more authoritative instructional approach or who are new to 
college teaching, it may offer surprises” (p. 19).   
As students in learning communities spend time together, they form groups that 
support each other.  In addition, learning community students have been found to spend 
more time together outside of the typical classroom environment than non-learning 
community students (Frazier & Eighmy, 2012).  As noted by Bruffee (1998), “[L]earning 
is enhanced when students are able to interact and engage with their peers about the 
subject matter in their courses” (p. 41). Additionally, Brower and Dettinger (1998, as 
cited in Frazier and Eighmy (2012) state, 
[L]earning communities are purposefully designed to do the following: develop a 
sense of group identity enabling all participants to recognize one another as 
learners, while still valuing the contributions of each individual; help students 
recognize that participants are neither solely independent not dependent; create a 
supportive environment that engages new students in the life of the institution and 
to develop a seamless student experience that integrates social and academic 
experiences for those who are participating in the program. (p.173) 
One of the greatest advantages this researcher sees in learning communities is that 
they can continue even after structured coursework ends.  However, learning 
A PROGRAM EVALUATION: EXAMINING THE EFFECT OF A RESIDENTIAL 
BUSINESS LEARNING COMMUNITY  
 
26 
communities will only continue if the participants’ interest and motivation remains high.  
The exchange of information with and among participants can increase substantially as 
the learning community’s students and alumni continue to grow personally, 
professionally, and academically (Lastrucci & Pascale, 2010). As Hesse (2005) points 
out,  
Learning communities create learning environments where students are not 
expected to be passive listeners, taking notes and memorizing facts, but instead 
are expected to work together, reading, writing, talking, and relating their learning 
to their daily lives. One of the curricular benefits is that students are provided 
with opportunities to see differing perspectives on topics, readings, or issues. (p. 
32) 
One easily overlooked benefit of learning communities is the fact that faculty who 
teach learning community students often feel a renewed sense of community and 
collegiality with their peers and the entire college or university.  Learning communities 
can provide a valuable opportunity for faculty members to interact with their own peers.  
As they consider their experiences teaching in a learning community, those faculty who 
are engaged talk about feeling a renewed sense of community and a greater degree of 
trust and respect for colleagues (MacGregor, 2000).  It is also worth noting, as Hesse 
(2005) suggests, that innovative faculty further develop their teaching methodologies in 
learning communities that invite an array of pedagogical approaches, such as cooperative 
and collaborative learning, service-learning, experiential learning, problem-based 
learning, writing and speaking across the curriculum, and innovative uses of technology. 
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Summary 
As more and more colleges and universities understand the rationale for and 
benefits of learning communities, they are moving closer to their ultimate vision and 
mission (Hesse, 2005).  Early learning community initiatives often began as labor-
intensive efforts led by small groups of heroically dedicated faculty and staff, frequently 
in opposition to established patterns and institutional assumptions and almost always 
against the grain (Buch & Barron, 2012).  Going one step further, Brower and Dettinger 
(1998) state that to push our own thinking about the value of learning communities to 
higher education, we need a better definition of what they are.  They cannot simply 
constitute everything that is new and wonderful in higher education. 
The literature reveals that learning communities provide a number of direct and 
indirect benefits.  Early research shows some evidence that learning community students 
have the opportunities to change their own learning behaviors and see learning in 
different ways than students who do not live in learning communities (St. Onge, 2002; 
Tinto, 1994).  When students live in the same residence hall and take classes together, 
they are more likely to walk across the hallway and seek out their peers’ help with 
academic issues and social challenges.  There remains much to be discovered 
surrounding the direct and indirect outcomes of learning communities; however, the 
literature appears to demonstrate that the value of learning communities outweigh any 
potential negatives. 
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Chapter 3: Action-Oriented Methodology 
Introduction 
The primary goal of this study was to conduct a research and program evaluation 
of a residential, first-year business learning community to compare program alumni’s 
academic achievement and university engagement to that of non-learning community 
students. For the purposes of this study, program evaluation will be defined as “a study 
designed and conducted to assist some audience to assess an object’s merit and worth” 
(Stufflebeam, 2000, p. 35).  The CIPP program evaluation was used to frame this study’s 
mixed-methods design. Within the CIPP Model’s framework, the researcher focused on 
two evaluation types: process and product.  When considering the process portion of the 
evaluation, the researcher sought to clarify the strengths and weaknesses of the Business 
Learning Community (BLC) in an effort to assist the Research Site in strengthening the 
program.  When considering the product portion of the evaluation, the researcher sought 
to evaluate if the BLC’s objectives were being achieved.  By utilizing the CIPP 
evaluation model, the researcher sought to determine if the BLC was being implemented 
with fidelity to the learning goals and working (Stufflebeam, 1972).  The following 
central research and evaluation questions framed the study:   
1. How does participation in a first-year business learning community at an urban 
research university contribute to the academic success and university engagement 
of students in their third year of undergraduate study?  
o Product: To what extent do students perceive academic achievement, 
retention, and engagement to be attributable to their participation in the 
business learning community? 
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o Product: To what extent have third-year student outcomes been impacted 
by their participation or non-participation in the learning community? 
o Product: To what extent do students who participated in a university’s 
freshman learning community have significantly different rates of 
retention and engagement than their respective stand-
alone counterparts two years following learning community participation? 
o Process: How do student perceptions reported on survey data indicate that 
participation in a freshman learning community experience was inherently 
more or less satisfying than what students had experienced in stand-alone 
courses? 
2. To what extent does participation in a freshman learning community result in the 
same or better grades for cohort students than for those in respective stand-alone 
course comparison groups two years following learning community participation? 
o Product: Is there a significant relationship between students’ academic 
achievement (GPA) in high school and their participation or non-
participation in a freshman learning community?  
3. How was the first-year business learning community implemented as designed to 
achieve intended and unintended outcomes?   
o Process: How are the components of the learning community currently 
being implemented at the Research Site’s business school? 
o Process: What factors serve to facilitate implementation? 
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This chapter focuses on the study’s methodology and instruments.  The chapter 
addresses the following areas: site and population, research design and rationale, research 
methods, and ethical considerations. 
Site and Population 
Population Description 
The study population was comprised of third-year business students at a private 
urban research university.  All students in the population were studying towards a 
Bachelor of Science degree in either business or business and engineering.  Within those 
disciplines at the BCLU, students select from the following majors: accounting, 
economics, marketing, entrepreneurship, international business, business law, general 
business, or operations management. The students in the study ranged in age from 19 to 
22, having joined the university in the fall of 2012 as freshman, two years prior to their 
participation in the study.  Based on demographics of the 2012 BCLU, approximately 20 
percent of the study participants were international students.  For the purposes of this 
study, international students were defined as those who were born in and attended high 
school in a country outside the United States. Participants in the study were either 
enrolled in a learning community during their first year of study at the university or not.  
All learning community participants in the study were enrolled in multiple courses 
together throughout their first year of study at the university.  
The population of learning community and non-learning community students 
consisted of approximately 50 participants in each group.  In order to participate in the 
study, students were required to have completed two years of coursework at the 
university and must have been considered “pre-junior” or “junior” at the university. The 
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study took place at the university following a ten-week academic term, as opposed to a 
fifteen-week term. Students at the university are required to complete a minimum of 180 
credit hours to earn an undergraduate degree.  With this credit threshold in mind, students 
who have completed between 70.5 credits and 96 credits have gained pre-junior status.  
To be eligible for junior status, students must have completed between 96.5 and 129.5 
credits (see Table 1).  In addition, students participating in the study must have been 
enrolled in the five-year undergraduate program, as opposed to a four-year program.  
Study participants entered the university as traditional, first-term freshman majoring in 
either business or business and engineering and had not transferred from another 
university or college at the Research Site. 
Table 1  
Credits Completed 
Credits Completed Per Academic Year 
Freshman 0 – 39.5 Credits 
Sophomore 40 - 70 
Pre-Junior 70.5 - 96 
Junior  96.5 – 129.5 
Senior 130+ 
 
All students participating in the study had completed a list of prerequisite courses 
within the BCLU; this list is drawn from the BCLU’s published plan of study.  All 
students in the BCLU who are enrolled in the Bachelor of Science in Business 
Administration or the Bachelor of Science in Business Administration and Engineering 
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program follow a similar plan of study for the first two years of their undergraduate 
career (see Table 2). 
Table 2 
Requisite Courses 
Required Courses to Participate in Study 
Foundations of Business I Financial Accounting Foundations 
Foundations of Business II Managerial Accounting Foundations 
Principles of Macroeconomics Introduction to Business Statistics 
Principles of Microeconomics Business Law I 
The Drexel Experience International Business 
  
All students enrolled in the BCLU are enrolled in two gateway courses during 
their first ten-week term, Foundations of Business I and The Drexel Experience.  
Foundations of Business I and the follow-up course in the sequence, Foundations of 
Business II, require multiple team projects and group-work activities.  During both 
courses in the sequence, students work in teams both inside and outside class.  Each of 
the required courses listed have identical learning outcomes for learning community and 
non-learning community students and, with the exception of the courses listed in Table 3, 
learning community and non-learning community students take courses together. 
 A final requirement for participation in the study was centered on the learning 
community students.  Students in the learning community must have lived within the 
learning community for the entire duration of their first year on the same mixed-gender 
floor in the same residence hall. 
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Table 3  
Learning Community Courses 
Cohorted Learning Community Courses 
Foundations of Business I Principles of Microeconomics 
Foundations of Business II Principles of Macroeconomics 
The Drexel Experience  
 
Site Description  
 The site for the study was a private urban research university approximately one 
mile from the center of a major metropolitan city.  The university has approximately 
15,000 undergraduate students, with about 3,000 of those students in the business college.  
Students in the population were categorized as pre-junior or junior students within the 
BCLU.  According to university records, 3,013 first-time, full-time, bachelor’s degree-
seeking students enrolled as freshman in the fall of 2012 semester.  Of those students, 
2,605 (86.5%) returned to the university the following fall semester.  This rate of 
retention represented an increase from 84.5% for the 2011 cohort.  The 2012 cohort of 
first-year, full-time, bachelor’s degree-seeking students at the university was made up of 
approximately 60% male and 40% female students (see Table 4). 
Table 4  
First-Year, Full-Time Bachelor's Degree-Seeking Students 
 Total Entering Total Number Retained Percentage Retained 
Females 1,224 1,086 88.7% 
Males 1,789 1,519 84.9% 
A PROGRAM EVALUATION: EXAMINING THE EFFECT OF A RESIDENTIAL 
BUSINESS LEARNING COMMUNITY  
 
34 
Site Access 
 Access to the study population and the Research Site was convenient for the 
researcher.  Because the researcher works at the Research Site, the cost to complete the 
study was minimal.  Permission to conduct the study was granted by the BCLU’s dean 
(see Appendix A) and acquired through the university’s Institutional Review Board 
(IRB). 
Research Design and Rationale 
 This study was conducted to determine if participation in a learning community 
affects student academic achievement and university engagement. The researcher 
followed a mixed-methods approach utilizing both quantitative and qualitative research.  
The CIPP evaluation model framed the evaluation design; this model contains four main 
areas for evaluation: context, input, process, and product.  Following the CIPP, the 
researcher evaluated the learning community process and progress by considering the 
following questions: 
1. How does participation in a first-year business learning community at an urban 
research university contribute to the academic success and university engagement 
of students in their third year of undergraduate study?  
o Product: To what extent do students perceive academic achievement, 
retention, and engagement to be attributable to their participation in the 
business learning community? 
o Product: To what extent have third-year student outcomes been impacted 
by their participation or non-participation in the learning community? 
o Product: To what extent do students who participated in a university’s 
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freshman learning community have significantly different rates of 
retention and engagement than their respective stand-
alone counterparts two years following learning community participation? 
o Process: How did student perceptions reported on survey data indicate that 
participation in a freshman learning community experience was inherently 
more or less satisfying than what students had experienced in stand-alone 
courses? 
2. To what extent does participation in a freshman learning community result in the 
same or better grades for cohort students than for those in respective stand-alone 
course comparison groups two years following learning community participation? 
o Product: Is there a significant relationship between students’ academic 
achievement (GPA) in high school and their participation or non-
participation in a freshman learning community?  
3. How was the first-year business learning community implemented as designed to 
achieve intended and unintended outcomes?   
o Process: How are the components of the learning community currently 
being implemented at the Research Site’s business school? 
o Process: What factors serve to facilitate implementation? 
 Within this mixed-methods study, the researcher followed methods in alignment 
with interactive or participatory evaluation.  This approach to evaluation assumes those 
individuals with a vested interest in the evaluation should control its direction (Owen, 
2007).    
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 As Creswell (2012) notes, “[I]n qualitative inquiry, the intent is not to generalize 
to a population, but to develop an in-depth exploration of a central phenomenon” (p. 
205). Additionally, “mixed methods research is a good design to use if you seek to build 
on the strengths of both qualitative and quantitative data” (Creswell, 2012, p. 535).  Thus, 
the researcher adopted a phenomenological design for the study’s qualitative portion.  As 
Creswell (2013) also notes, a phenomenological design is best if the researcher hopes to 
describe a common experience or meaning among several participants.  Within this 
research study, the common experience centered on students’ time spent living in a 
learning community during the same period of time as the non-learning community 
participants.  According to Mousakas (1994), considered by many to be the founder of 
phenomenology, the “research should focus on the wholeness of experience and a search 
for essences of experiences” (Simon & Goes, 2011, p. 1). 
 In an attempt to understand and quantify the effects of student participation in a 
residential business learning community on academic achievement and university 
engagement, this study used existing data collected as a part of student applications to the 
university.  The data was collected as a part of standard practice within the university’s 
admissions office.  In addition, the researcher randomly selected samples of students 
who, two years prior to the study, both had and had not participated in the learning 
community.  The students were asked to complete a questionnaire on their engagement 
with the BLCU and the university during their first two full years of attendance.  Finally, 
the researcher interviewed students who had participated in the learning community.  
These participants were selected using a convenience sampling.  As evidenced, the 
research consisted of two stages: quantitative and qualitative. 
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Research Methods 
Introduction – List of Methods Used 
 The program evaluation employed a mixed-methods research design.  
Quantitative methods included questionnaires and university documents. The survey 
utilized in the study was adopted from the National Survey of Student Engagement 
(NSSE).  The NSSE (2014) is used by over 1,500 colleges and universities across Canada 
and the United States to measure the extent to which college students use high-level 
learning and developmental practices. Key areas of analysis in the present study centered 
on course pass rates, student GPAs, and credit accumulation.  The types of university 
record documents analyzed in the study are included in Table 5. 
 
Table 5  
University Data 
University Data to be Analyzed 
Gender GPA by term 
Race/ethnicity SAT or TOEFL scores (including sub-scores) 
Number of credits completed to date Financial aid requirements/Family income 
  
  
 The qualitative method used in the study included face-to-face interviews.  In the 
first stage, the researcher gathered specific data related to students’ collegiate and pre-
collegiate academic achievement.  The data collected included gender, high-school GPA, 
major area of study at the university, race, participation or non-participation in the 
learning community, and GPA by term.   
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In the second stage, the researcher used random sampling to survey both students 
who had participated and had not participated in the learning community two years 
before the study.  This random sampling was completed utilizing enrollment data 
available to the researcher from the university.  Students selected were sent an electronic 
survey utilizing the survey tool Qualtrics.  In addition, the researcher used a convenience 
sampling method to interview five students who, two years before, had participated in the 
learning community. In addition, each interview allowed participants to understand the 
research topic and understand their rights as participants using the Informed Consent 
Form. 
Description of Each Method Used 
  For the quantitative portion of the study, the researcher utilized available student 
data through the university’s admissions office. For the qualitative portion of the study, 
the researcher conducted an explanatory correlational methods approach to data-
collection and analysis (Creswell, 2012).  The researcher used random sampling to select 
students currently enrolled in the university, as well as students who had and had not 
participated in the learning community. 
 A questionnaire based on the NSSE was distributed via email to potential 
participants.  The questionnaire sought to identify themes within the categories listed 
below.  In addition to these categories, NSSE measures four academic themes, including 
Academic Challenge, Learning with Peers, Experiences with Faculty, and Campus 
Environment (see Table 6).  In 2014, over 470,000 students completed the NSSE, and 
approximately 4.5 million students have completed the survey since 2000 (NSSE, 2014). 
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Table 6  
Questionnaire-Related Themes 
Student Learning Engagement Activities Social Learning Connections 
Active Learning & Teamwork Skills Social Interaction & Learning Behaviors 
Student Perceptions of Involvement &  Support Intercultural Communications 
Demographic Background 
  
 
 In order to best understand and discuss the demographic makeup of learning 
community students and non-learning community students, the data in Table 3.7 was 
collected from student records files available at the university. 
Table 7  
University Data Requirements 
Data Required Section Rationale 
Ethnic background To understand ethnic differences in each of the 
groups 
 
SAT or TOEFL score To understand differences in standardized test 
scores 
 
Family income To understand if financial backing is an 
advantage or has little to no effect 
 
Gender To understand gender differences in each of the 
groups 
 
GPA  To compare each of the groups based on 
academic success 
  
  
 
Participant Selection 
 In order to select participants for the study, the researcher followed the following 
protocol.  First, students in the BCLU who had completed 70.5-129.5 credits were added 
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to the list of potential candidates.  From this stage, the researcher ensured all students on 
the list had entered the university as traditional first-time freshman and had not 
transferred to the BCLU or university from another college or institution.  Next, the 
researcher filtered the list of students based on whether or not they had participated in the 
learning community during their first year.  Once the list was filtered appropriately, the 
researcher sent an email invitation for students to complete the questionnaire.  In 
addition, five students who were enrolled in the learning community and participated in 
the quantitative portion of the study were invited to take part in a face-to-face interview. 
Data Collection 
 Data was collected from university records, face-to-face interviews, and a 
questionnaire. When conducting the face-to-face interviews, the researcher recorded each 
interview and transcribed them at a later date.  Data collected through university records 
and databases was saved in a file system available only to the researcher and housed on a 
server maintained by the BCLU.  This server is backed up multiple times daily and is 
password-protected.   
Qualitative Assessment 
 A phenomenological methodology was utilized to collect qualitative data.  
Phenomenology has been identified by the researcher due to its focus on an exploration 
of the individual perceptions of people who share an experience, in this case their 
participation or non-participation in a learning community.  The descriptions of the 
experience, as seen through the participants’ eyes, provide a foundation to capture the 
essence of the experience (Moustakas, 1994).   
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 A central portion of the study involved interviewing five learning community 
alumni to discuss and explore their experiences within the learning community and their 
time at the university since their enrollment in the learning community.  The interviews 
allowed the researcher to gather alumni’s perceptions and discover their beliefs on the 
values of their learning community experience.  In addition, the interview process 
provided a valuable avenue for students to reflect upon their experiences in the learning 
community and their perceptions on its implementation.   
 The interviews were conducted face-to-face, recorded, and subsequently 
transcribed.  Using an open coding process, the researcher organized each interview 
response into themes.  The process of interviewing and coding provided the researcher 
the opportunity to identify similarities and differences among the interviewees’ 
responses, as well as among the quantitative data collected.   
Research Questions Matrix – Mixed Methodology 
Table 8  
Proposed Research Questions 
Research Question Mixed-Methods CIPP 
Methodology 
Data 
Collection  
Data 
Analysis 
How does 
participation in a first-
year business learning 
community at an urban 
research university 
contribute to the 
academic achievement 
and university 
engagement of 
students in their third 
year of undergraduate 
study? 
Qualitative/Phenomenological 
 
Quantitative 
Process Standard 
interview 
protocol 
Adapted NSSE 
survey 
Open coding 
 
Fisher’s 
Exact Test 
How was the first-year 
business learning 
community 
implemented as 
Qualitative Process Standard 
interview 
protocol 
Open coding 
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designed to achieve 
intended and 
unintended outcomes? 
 
To what extent does 
participation in a 
freshman learning 
community result in 
the same or better 
grades for cohort 
students than for those 
in respective stand-
alone course 
comparison groups 
two years after 
learning community 
participation? 
Quantitative Product University 
documents 
Chi-Square 
To what extent do 
students who 
participated in a 
university’s freshman 
learning community 
have significantly 
different rates of 
retention than their 
respective stand-
alone counterparts two 
years after learning 
community 
participation? 
Quantitative Product University 
documents 
Chi-Square 
How did student 
perceptions reported 
on survey data indicate 
that participation in a 
freshman learning 
community experience 
was inherently more 
or less satisfying than 
what students had 
experienced in stand-
alone courses?  
Quantitative Process Adapted NSSE 
survey 
Fisher’s 
Exact Test 
Is there a significant 
relationship between 
students’ academic 
achievement (GPA) in 
high school and their 
participation or non-
participation in a 
freshman learning 
community? 
Quantitative Product University 
documents 
Chi-Square 
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Stages of Data Collection 
 The projected timeline for the study is summarized below.  The goal of the study 
was to begin surveying participants on or around March 5, 2015.  This date was selected 
to allow the study to pass the proposal defense stage and receive Institutional Review 
Board approval in fall 2014.  In addition, the students who were invited to participate in 
the study were on winter break and away from the university campus effective on or 
around December 10, 2014. 
Table 9  
Timeline of Research Study 
Month/Year Task Participants Phase Purpose 
September 2014 Complete revisions of 
chapters 1-3 of study; 
complete IRB 
proposal paperwork 
in advance of 
submission 
The researcher Complete necessary 
refinements to the 
study 
October 2014 Complete proposal 
defense and submit 
required forms for 
IRB approval 
The researcher and 
committee 
 
 
November/December 
2014 
 
Prepare for data 
collection; identify 
specific list of 
students to invite to 
the study 
  
 
March 2015 
 
Distribute survey and 
invitations for 
interview sessions 
 
The researcher and 
students in 
population 
 
 
March/April 2015 
 
Analyze transcripts of 
interviews and data 
from surveys; 
schedule additional 
interviews as needed 
 
The researcher and 
students in the 
population 
 
 
Late May 2015 
 
Begin triangulation of 
data from collection 
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methods 
 
June/July 2015 
 
Write chapters 4-5 
 
The researcher 
 
 
Late-July 2015 
 
Submit final study for 
defense 
  
 
August 2015 
 
Present findings to 
dean of the College of 
Business 
  
  
 
Ethical Considerations 
 The researcher closely monitored ethical considerations throughout the study.  
Due to the researcher’s role at the university and the population being studied, student 
vulnerability was carefully monitored.  This concern was important to address, as the 
students who played a key part within the study were also the researcher’s former 
students.   
 The researcher gathered historical academic data related to students at the 
university where the study was being conducted.  This data included high-school GPAs, 
class ranks, and SAT scores, as well as university GPAs, number of credits attempted and 
earned per semester, and additional personal data.  It was of utmost importance to the 
researcher that this data remain confidential.  No personal student information reviewed 
in the study was distributed and/or linked in any way to the resulting dissertation.  In 
addition, it was of utmost importance that responses to survey or interview questions not 
be linked to individual participants.  The researcher employed a three-digit code to 
identify members of the population and utilized pseudonyms for study participants. 
 For participants completing the questionnaire and/or participating in the face-to-
face interviews, the researcher obtained written informed consent and all participants 
were informed that their participation was voluntary.  Finally, as a part of the data-
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collection plan, the researcher obtained IRB approval for the study due to the use of 
human subjects. 
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Chapter 4: Findings, Results, and Interpretations 
Introduction 
This study’s primary goal was to conduct a research and program evaluation of a 
residential first-year business learning community to compare the academic achievement 
and university engagement of program alumni to non-learning community students. The 
CIPP program evaluation was used to frame the mixed-methods design. The following 
central research and evaluation questions framed the study:   
1. How does participation in a first-year business learning community at an urban 
research university contribute to the academic success and university engagement 
of students in their third year of undergraduate study?  
o Product: To what extent do students perceive academic achievement, 
retention, and engagement to be attributable to their participation in the 
business learning community? 
o Product: To what extent have third-year student outcomes been impacted 
by their participation or non-participation in the learning community? 
o Product: To what extent do students who participated in a university’s 
freshman learning community have significantly different rates of 
retention and engagement than their respective stand-
alone counterparts two years following learning community participation? 
o Process: How did student perceptions reported on survey data indicate that 
participation in a freshman learning community experience was inherently 
more or less satisfying than what students had experienced in stand-alone 
courses? 
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2. To what extent does participation in a freshman learning community result in the 
same or better grades for cohort students than for those in respective stand-alone 
course comparison groups two years following learning community participation? 
o Product: Is there a significant relationship between students’ academic 
achievement (GPA) in high school and their participation or non-
participation in a freshman learning community?  
3. How was the first-year business learning community implemented as designed to 
achieve intended and unintended outcomes?   
o Process: How are the components of the learning community currently 
being implemented at the Research Site’s business school? 
o Process: What factors serve to facilitate implementation? 
This chapter focuses on the methodology and instruments used within the study.  
Finally, the following hypothesis was established: 
H0: There is a statistically significant difference between Business Learning 
Community (BLC) and non-learning community students surrounding their 
perceptions on student engagement and academic achievement. 
This chapter highlights the study’s findings, results, and interpretations.  The 
chapter addresses the following areas: data-collection, data analysis, instrument 
reliability, quantitative participant demographics, qualitative participant demographics, 
and study reliability and validity. 
Quantitative Study: Demographics and Response Rate 
 A total of 483 potential non-learning community students were eligible to 
participate in the research study. In addition, 23 learning community students were 
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eligible to participate in the research study, bringing the total population to 506 students.  
A simple random sample of 241 non-learning community students was selected.  The 
assistant director of undergraduate programs and BLC program manager generated the 
list of eligible students via university records.  Using the constraints described within the 
research project, the list of eligible students was downloaded from the university records 
system, Banner, into Microsoft Excel.  The researcher then removed any student on the 
list with a grade point average of 0.0, as the researcher believed these students would be 
academically dismissed from the university at the end of the term when the research was 
taking place.   
Once the final list of students was created in Microsoft Excel, the researcher 
selected students who were listed on even-numbered rows within the file of non-learning 
community students.  Thus, the researcher was left with a list of 241 potential non-
learning community students for the study.  Each of the 23 potential learning community 
students were invited to take part in the study, and of those, 19 students took part in the 
quantitative study.  See Table 10 for characteristics of the total student population. 
 
Table 10  
Characteristics of Total Student Population 
Category   Characteristic and number of students 
Population  N=506   
Gender  Male (302) Female (183)  
 
Once the list of potential participants was finalized, students in the sample were 
sent an email from the researcher’s university email account inviting them to participate 
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in the research study.  All students from the learning community population were invited 
to participate in the research study. The email invitation contained a description of the 
study and a link to the survey instrument.  The first invitation to participate was sent in 
March 2015 and after three weeks, the researcher closed the survey link to additional 
responses.  Upon closing the survey, a total of 71 responses had been received.  
Of those students who responded to the survey, 50.70% were male and 49.30% 
were female.  In addition, of the 71 total survey respondents, 43 (60.56%) identified as 
Caucasian/White, 15 (20.83%) identified as Asian, 7 (9.85%) identified as 
Hispanic/Latino, and 6 (8.45%) identified as African American/Black. 
 
Table 11  
Response Rates 
 BLC Non-BLC 
Questionnaires   
    Sent 23 241 
    Received 19 52 
Response rate 82.60% 21.57% 
 
 As evidenced in Table 11, the learning community students had a response rate of 
over 80 percent, while the non-learning community student respondents represented just 
over 21 percent.  Data presented in subsequent sections of this chapter appear to shed 
light on this variance in response rate and could be associated with students’ perceived 
feeling of value, as well as their sense of being part of a community within the college. 
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Quantitative Data Collection  
Once the list of potential participants was finalized, students in the sample were 
sent an email from the researchers’ university email account inviting them to complete a 
survey and participate in the research study.  The survey required students to 
anonymously answer questions surrounding their perceived engagement levels with the 
business college.  All students from the learning community population were invited to 
participate in the research study. The email invitation contained a description of the study 
and a link to the survey instrument.  The first invitation to participate was sent in March 
of 2015 and after three weeks, the researcher closed the survey link to additional 
responses.  Upon closing of the survey, a total of 71 responses had been received.  
Participants. Following the collection of survey results, the researcher contacted 
all of the BLC students who were eligible for the survey.  Since the survey responses 
were anonymous, all students from the BLC population were contacted even though all of 
the students did not participate in the survey.  Students from the BLC were sent an email 
from the researcher’s university email account and asked if they would be interested in 
taking part in a 30-minute interview to discuss their experiences in the learning 
community.  In addition, students were informed of the possibility of follow-up 
interviews potentially necessary to confirm information gathered in the first interview.  
From those students who were contacted, the researcher received six responses to take 
part in the interview.   
With a goal of interviewing five students, the researcher accepted the first five 
participants and notified the sixth respondent he or she would not be selected, as the 
interview pool was filled.  The final population for the qualitative portion of the study 
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was made up of four female students and one male student.  Each of the interviews took 
place in the researcher’s office, which is located in a central location on the Research 
Site’s campus.  The interviews were conducted at times conducive to the interview 
subjects’ schedules.  Each of the five interview subjects was working on a co-operative 
education experience that required them to be off campus until 5pm.  As such, each 
interview began at 5:30pm or later.  Extra care was taken to ensure the interviewees 
would remain anonymous.  With the subjects’ anonymity in mind, the researcher 
conducted interviews over the course of three evenings and, on two evenings when 
multiple interviews were taking place, the researcher allowed for a 30-minute space 
between the expected ending of the first interview and the start of the second interview in 
order to ensure that the initial candidate had the opportunity to leave the interview room 
and the building or move to a more public area before the next candidate arrived. 
 Given that the participants for the qualitative portion of the study were a subset of 
the quantitative population, the same population requirements were utilized; in other 
words, students had to have been BLC participants during their freshman year.  
Survey Instrument 
The survey instrument required a Likert-type scale, and as such, it became 
necessary to conduct a Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient calculation to determine 
the study’s reliability.  Cronbach developed the alpha statistic to measure the function of 
reliability through the internal consistency of the scale being utilized (Tavakol & 
Dennick, 2011).   Cronbach’s alpha is based on the correlation of all possible pairs of 
survey questions.  Simply put, a high alpha is indicative of questions being correlated 
with one another, or students participating in the study answering the questions in a like 
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manner when taking into account their answers on the other questions.  A low alpha 
would indicate that the questions are not correlated with one another or that the 
respondents answered the questions randomly.  The researcher calculated the alpha for 
this study as 0.95, indicating a high reliability and that the survey questions as a whole 
measure the same concept.  
Data Analysis 
Within the total population of students invited to participate in the study, 59.68% 
were male, while 36.16% were female.  Of those students who responded to the survey, 
50.70% were male, while 49.29% were female.  Of those students who noted that they 
had been part of the BLC, 42.1% noted they were male, while 57.9% responded that they 
were female.  Within the non-learning community population, 53.8% of respondents 
noted they were male, while 46.2% responded that they were female.  In addition, of the 
71 survey respondents, 43 (60.56%) identified as Caucasian/White, 15 (20.83%) 
identified as Asian, 7 (9.85%) identified as Hispanic/Latino, and 6 (8.45%) identified as 
African American/Black. 
 
Table 12  
Demographics 
 BLC Non-BLC Total 
Male 
 
 
8 
(42.10%) 
28 
(53.80%) 
36 
(50.70%) 
Female 11 
(57.90%) 
24 
(46.20%) 
35 
(49.30%) 
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Table 13  
Potential Participants and Response Rate 
 BLC Non-BLC 
Questionnaires   
    Sent 23 241 
    Received 19 52 
Response Rate 82.60% 21.57% 
 
 
As evidenced in Table 4.4, the learning community students had a response rate 
significantly higher than the non-learning community students.  Data presented in 
subsequent sections of this chapter appear to shed light on this variance in response rate 
and could be associated with students’ perceived feeling of value by the BCLU, as well 
as their sense of being part of a community within the college. 
Summary of University Engagement Questionnaire Responses 
 The summary of questionnaire responses was divided into four sections.  These 
sections mirror the themes defined in the NSSE survey, which served as the framework 
for this study’s research instrument.  The four sections include Academic Challenge, 
Learning with Peers, Experiences with Faculty, and Campus Environment.  Questions 
within each of the themes that showed a statistically significant difference between the 
learning community and non-learning community students, as well as questions that were 
not statistically significant, will be discussed within subsequent sections of this chapter.  
Frequency Distribution of Survey Responses 
 The summary of survey responses for each of the four sections will be presented 
prior to the narrative discussing the section.   The first subsection reports the frequency of 
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students’ responses to their academic environment and perception of academic challenge.  
Notably, each summary will include the p-value of each question as measured for all 
students surveyed, the mean of each question for all students surveyed, and the count for 
each response as well as the percentage of total responses within each possible response. 
 Table 14 displays the total responses within the first subsection, Academic 
Environment and Challenge.  The table provides the reader with a high-level view of 
each question within the subsection and displays the number of students completing each 
question, including those who were in the BLC and those who were not in the BLC.  In 
addition, the table provides a view of the total population along with the associated mean 
and p-value. 
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Table 14  
Response Rate and Statistical Measures - Academic Environment and Challenge 
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Academic environment and perception of academic challenge. This section 
consisted of 27 questions.  The first question in the subset asked students to identify how 
often in the past academic term they had completed various actions linked with academic 
success.  Each question in the first subset began with the prompt, “How often in the past 
academic term did you […]?”  Table 14 provides a summary of responses from the total 
population. In the first answer option, it is evident that the majority of students (38.02%) 
occasionally ask questions in class, while 4.22% reported they never ask questions in 
class and 11.26% of the total population reported asking questions a great deal.  The 
second answer option probes students’ approaches to their writing, and it is apparent that 
the majority of students reported revising their papers a great deal (19.71%) or a 
moderate amount (45.07%).    
Academic Challenge 
 In examining the data by learning community membership status, the researcher 
used Fisher’s Exact Test to determine if associations between each variable were random.  
Fisher’s Exact Test is typically computed in two-by-two matrices and is an appropriate 
measure given this study’s parameters.  Fisher’s Exact Test was performed using the 
statistical program R.  As noted on the R Project website, this program provides a wide 
variety of statistical and graphical techniques and is highly extensible (The R Foundation, 
2015). 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Asking questions in class. For the first 
subset of Academic Challenge questions, regarding asking questions in class, the sum of 
the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.829.  Given the p-value is greater than 0.05, 
the learning community students and the non-learning community students are similar in 
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their perceptions of responding to questions in class and we fail reject the null hypothesis.  
Table 25 (see Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing learning 
community to non-learning community students within subset question one. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Frequency of paper revisions. The 
second subset of questions in the Academic Challenge section asked students to select 
how often they revised their papers to improve their writing.  In this question, the sum of 
the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.818.  Given the p-value is greater than 0.05, 
the learning community students and the non-learning community students are not 
different in their perceptions of time spent revising papers and we fail to reject the null 
hypothesis.  The two populations appeared to revise their writing with similar frequency.  
Table 26 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing learning 
community to non-learning community students within subset question two. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Seeking alternative solutions. The third 
subset of questions within the Academic Challenge section focused on measuring the 
frequency at which students sought alternative solutions to a problem.  In this question, 
the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.550.  Given p-value is greater than 
0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning community students are not 
different in their feelings towards the frequency at which they seek alternative solutions 
and we fail to reject the null hypothesis.  The researcher feels it is worth noting that, even 
on a percentage basis, students from both populations reported seeking alternative 
solutions to a problem at the same percentage rate. Table 27 (Appendix D) displays the 
frequency of responses comparing learning community to non-learning community 
students within subset question three. 
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Academic Environment & Challenge: Looking up scientific articles and 
resources. In the fourth subset of questions investigating Academic Challenge, students 
were asked how often during the past term they had looked up scientific articles and 
resources.  In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.05.  
Given p-value is equal to 0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning 
community students are different in their feelings towards looking up scientific articles 
and resources and reject the null hypothesis.  On a percentage basis, there was a marked 
difference between “a moderate amount” responses in the two populations, with 47.37% 
of learning community students and 26.92% of non-learning community students 
providing this response. Table 28 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses 
comparing learning community to non-learning community students within subset 
question four. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Exploring non-required topics. In the 
fifth subset of questions investigating Academic Challenge, students were asked to rank 
how often during the past term they had explored topics on their own, even though it was 
not required for class.  In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test 
was 0.99. Given this score is greater than 0.05, the learning community students and the 
non-learning community students are not different in their feelings towards exploring 
non-required topics and we fail to reject the null hypothesis. On a percentage basis, 
47.37% of learning community respondents answered either “a great deal” or “a 
moderate amount,” compared to the non-learning community student responses, in which 
76.82% reported doing so “a great deal” or “a moderate amount.” Table 29 (Appendix D) 
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displays the frequency of responses comparing learning community to non-learning 
community students within subset question five. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Previewing chapters. In the sixth subset 
of questions investigating Academic Challenge, students were asked to rank how often 
during the past term they had previewed chapters before starting to actively read.  In this 
question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.95. Given this score is 
greater than 0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning community 
students are not different in their feelings and we fail to reject the null hypothesis.  The 
two populations appear to be previewing their reading assignments with similar 
frequency.  On a percentage basis, 57.90% of learning community respondents answered 
either “occasionally” or “rarely,” in comparison to the non-learning community student 
responses, in which 57.69% reported “occasionally” or “rarely.” Table 30 (Appendix D) 
displays the frequency of responses comparing learning community to non-learning 
community students within subset question six. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Reviewing class notes. In the seventh 
subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked to rank how often 
during the past term they had reviewed class notes to fill in any missing words and/or to 
clarify areas of confusion.  In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact 
Test was 0.25. Given this score is greater than 0.05, the learning community students and 
the non-learning community students are not different and the two populations appeared 
to be reviewing their class notes with similar frequency and we fail to reject the null 
hypothesis.  On a percentage basis, 52.7% of learning community respondents answered 
either “a great deal” or “a moderate amount,” in comparison to the non-learning 
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community student responses, where 67.31% reported “a great deal” or “a moderate 
amount.” Table 31 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing learning 
community to non-learning community students within subset question seven. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Predicting exam questions. In the 
eighth subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked to rank how 
often during the past term they had studied for an exam by trying to predict test 
questions.  In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.60. 
Given this score is greater than 0.05, the learning community students and the non-
learning community students are not different in their feelings with regards to predicting 
exam questions and we fail to reject the null hypothesis. On a percentage basis, 52.6% of 
learning community respondents answered either “a great deal” or “a moderate amount,” 
in comparison to the non-learning community student responses, in which 57.6% 
reported “a great deal” or “a moderate amount.” Table 32 (Appendix D) displays the 
frequency of responses comparing learning community to non-learning community 
students within subset question eight. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Viewing courses as inspiring. In the 
ninth subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked to describe how 
often they had felt their courses inspired them to think in new ways since entering the 
Research Site.  In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.11. 
Given this score is greater than 0.05, the learning community students and the non-
learning community students are not different in their feelings when considering if their 
courses inspire them to think in new ways and we fail to reject the null hypothesis. The 
researcher feels it is worth noting that, on a percentage basis, 52.58% of learning 
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community respondents answered either “a great deal” or “a moderate amount,” in 
comparison to the non-learning community student responses, in which 69.23% reported 
“a great deal” or “a moderate amount.”  This gap is worth investigating in a future study 
to determine the root cause. Table 33 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses 
comparing learning community to non-learning community students within subset 
question nine. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Feeling bored in class. In the tenth 
subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked how often they had 
been bored in class since they entered the Research Site.  In this question, the sum of the 
p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.87. Given this score is greater than 0.05, the 
learning community students and the non-learning community students not different in 
their feelings relative to the frequency of boredom felt in class and we fail to reject the 
null hypothesis. On a percentage basis, 77.8% of learning community respondents 
answered either “a great deal” or “a moderate amount,” in comparison to the non-learning 
community student responses, with 55.77% reporting “a great deal” or “a moderate 
amount.”  One student in the non-learning community population selected “Choose not to 
answer.” Table 34 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing learning 
community to non-learning community students within subset question ten. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Feeling overwhelmed. In the eleventh 
subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked how often they had felt 
overwhelmed by academic demands since entering the Research Site.  In this question, 
the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.95. Given this score is greater than 
0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning community students are not 
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different in their feelings related to how often they feel overwhelmed by their coursework 
and we fail to reject the null hypothesis. On a percentage basis, 66.6% of learning 
community respondents answered either “a great deal” or “a moderate amount,” in 
comparison to the non-learning community student responses, with 59.62% reporting “a 
great deal” or “a moderate amount.”  When considering the total population, 84.29% of 
students who completed the survey responded “a great deal,” “a moderate amount,” or 
“occasionally.” Table 35 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing 
learning community to non-learning community students within subset question 11. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Taking notes in class. In the twelfth 
subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked how often they had 
taken notes in class since entering the Research Site.  In this question, the sum of the p-
values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.90. Given this score is greater than 0.05, the learning 
community students and the non-learning community students are not different in their 
feelings when evaluating how often they take notes in class and we fail to reject the null 
hypothesis.  On a percentage basis, 94.4% of learning community respondents answered 
either “a great deal” or “a moderate amount,” in comparison to the non-learning 
community student responses, with 92.31% reporting “a great deal” or “a moderate 
amount.”  When considering the total population, 100% of students who completed the 
survey responded “a great deal,” “a moderate amount,” or “occasionally,” with no 
students reporting “rarely” or “never.” Table 36 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of 
responses comparing learning community to non-learning community students within 
subset question 12. 
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Academic Environment & Challenge: Putting off studying. In the thirteenth 
subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked how often they had put 
off studying until the night before an exam since entering the Research Site.  In this 
question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.94. Given this score is 
greater than 0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning community 
students are not different in their perception of how often they put off studying for an 
exam and we fail to reject the null hypothesis.  On a percentage basis, 44.4% of learning 
community respondents answered either “a great deal” or “a moderate amount,” in 
comparison to the non-learning community student responses, with 39.22% reporting “a 
great deal” or “a moderate amount.” When considering the total population, 69.5% of 
students who completed the survey responded “a great deal,” “a moderate amount,” or 
“occasionally,” with 30.4% students reporting “rarely” or “never.” Table 37 (Appendix 
D) displays the frequency of responses comparing learning community to non-learning 
community students within subset question 13. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Turning in assignments late. In the 
fourteenth subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked to indicate 
how often they had turned assignments in late since entering the Research Site.  In this 
question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.36. Given this score is 
greater than 0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning community 
students are not different in their feelings when considering the timeliness of assignment 
submissions and we fail to reject the null hypothesis. On a percentage basis, 11.11% of 
learning community respondents answered either “a great deal” or “a moderate amount.”  
Within the learning community population, seven (38.89%) students selected “never” and 
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eight (44.44%) students selected “rarely.”  The non-learning community students 
reported 20 (38.46%) responses of “never” and 18 (34.62%) responses of “rarely.” When 
considering the total population, 75.71% of respondents selected either “never” or 
“rarely.” Table 38 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing learning 
community to non-learning community students within subset question 14. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Skipping class. In the fifteenth subset of 
questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked to indicate how often they had 
skipped class since entering the Research Site.  In this question, the sum of the p-values 
for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.23. Given this score is greater than 0.05, the learning 
community students and the non-learning community students are not different in their 
feelings towards how often they skip classes and we fail to reject the null hypothesis. On 
a percentage basis, 16.67% of learning community respondents answered either “a great 
deal” or “a moderate amount,” while 3.85% of non-learning community students reported 
either “a great deal” or “a moderate amount.”  Within the learning community 
population, 12 (66.67%) students selected “never” and zero students selected “rarely.”  
The non-learning community students reported five (9.62%) responses of “never” and 30 
(57.69%) students reported “rarely.”  When considering the total population, 67.14% of 
respondents selected either “never” or “rarely.” Table 39 (Appendix D) displays the 
frequency of responses comparing learning community to non-learning community 
students within subset question 15. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Submitting assignments non-reflective 
of best work. In the sixteenth subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were 
asked to indicate how often they had submitted assignments that did not reflect their best 
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work since entering the Research Site. In this question, the sum of the p-values for 
Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.36.  Given this score is greater than 0.05, the learning 
community students and the non-learning community students are not different in their 
perceptions of how often they have submitted assignments which did not reflect their best 
work and we fail to reject the null hypothesis. On a percentage basis, 11.12% of learning 
community respondents answered either “a great deal” or “a moderate amount,” while 
17.30% of non-learning community students reported either “a great deal” or “a moderate 
amount.”  Within the learning community population, one (5.56%) student selected 
“never” and four (22.22%) students selected “rarely.”  The non-learning community 
students reported two (3.85%) responses of “never” and 19 (36.54%) students reported 
“rarely.”  When considering the total population, 37.15% of respondents selected either 
“never” or “rarely.” Table 40 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses 
comparing learning community to non-learning community students within subset 
question 16. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Falling asleep in class. In the 
seventeenth subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked to indicate 
how often they had fallen asleep in class since entering the Research Site.  In this 
question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.11. Given this score is 
greater than 0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning community 
students are not different in their feelings towards how often they skip classes and we fail 
to reject the null hypothesis. On a percentage basis, 11.11% of learning community 
respondents answered either “a great deal” or “a moderate amount,” while 3.92% of non-
learning community students reported either “a great deal” or “a moderate amount.”  
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Within the learning community population, nine (50%) students selected “never” and five 
(27.78%) students selected “rarely.”  The non-learning community students reported 27 
(52.94%) responses of “never” and 18 (35.29%) students reported “rarely.”  When 
considering the total population, 85.50% of respondents selected either “never” or 
“rarely.” Table 41 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing learning 
community to non-learning community students within subset question 17. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Accessing library resources 
electronically. In the eighteenth subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students 
were asked to indicate how often they had accessed library resources electronically since 
entering the Research Site.  In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact 
Test was 0.11. Given this score is greater than 0.05, the learning community students and 
the non-learning community students are not different in their feelings towards how often 
they access library resources and we fail to reject the null hypothesis.  On a percentage 
basis, 11.11% of learning community respondents answered either “a great deal” or “a 
moderate amount,” while 21.15% of non-learning community students reported either “a 
great deal” or “a moderate amount.”  Within the learning community population, two 
(11.11%) students selected “never” and 11 (61.11%) students selected “rarely.”  The non-
learning community students reported 11 (21.15%) “never” and 16 (30.77%) students 
reported “rarely.”  When considering the total population, 57.14% of respondents 
selected either “never” or “rarely.” Table 42 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of 
responses comparing learning community to non-learning community students within 
subset question 18. 
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Academic Environment & Challenge: Taking responsibility for learning. In 
the nineteenth subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked to 
indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the following statement: “I am 
responsible for my own learning.”  In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s 
Exact Test was 0.24. Given this score is greater than 0.05, the learning community 
students and the non-learning community students are not different in their feelings 
towards taking responsibility for their learning and we fail to reject the null hypothesis. 
On a percentage basis, 94.4% of learning community respondents answered either 
“strongly agree” or “agree,” in comparison to the non-learning community student 
responses, 94.12% of whom reported “strongly agree” or “agree.”  One student in the 
learning community population selected “choose not to answer.” When considering the 
total population, 98.55% of students who completed the survey responded “strongly 
agree”, “agree”, or “neither agree nor disagree,” with 1.45% of students reporting 
“strongly disagree.” Table 43 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses 
comparing learning community to non-learning community students within subset 
question 19. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Understanding global issues. In the 
twentieth subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked to think about 
their current ability and tell how strong or weak they felt in their understanding of global 
issues.  The response options included “a major strength,” “somewhat strong,” “average,” 
“somewhat weak,” or “a major weakness.”  In this question, the sum of the p-values for 
Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.03. Given this score is less than 0.05, we reject the null 
hypothesis and see that the learning community students and the non-learning community 
A PROGRAM EVALUATION: EXAMINING THE EFFECT OF A RESIDENTIAL 
BUSINESS LEARNING COMMUNITY  
 
 
74 
students are different.   On a percentage basis, 72.22% of learning community 
respondents answered either “a major strength” or “somewhat strong,” in comparison to 
the non-learning community student responses, 63.46% of whom reported that it was “a 
major strength” or “somewhat strong.”  One student in the learning community 
population and one in the non-learning community population selected “a major 
weakness.”  When considering the total population, 90.01% of students who completed 
the survey responded that their understanding of global issues was “a major strength,” 
“somewhat strong,” or “average,” with 10% students reporting “somewhat weak” or “a 
major weakness.” Table 44 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing 
learning community to non-learning community students within subset question 20. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Thinking creatively. In the twenty-first 
subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked to identify how strong 
or weak they felt in the area of creative thinking skills.  In this question, the sum of the p-
values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.03. Given this score is less than 0.05, the learning 
community students and the non-learning community students are different in their 
feelings when considering their ability to think creatively and we reject the null 
hypothesis.   On a percentage basis, 72.16% of learning community respondents 
answered that it was either “a major strength” or “somewhat strong,” in comparison to 
the non-learning community students, 69.23% of whom reported “a major strength” or 
“somewhat strong.”  One student in the learning community population selected “a major 
weakness.” When considering the total population, 92.86% of students who completed 
the survey responded that their creative thinking skills were “a major strength,” 
“somewhat strong,” or “average,” with 7.14% students reporting “somewhat weak” or “a 
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major weakness.” Table 45 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing 
learning community to non-learning community students within subset question 21. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Solving problems. In the twenty-second 
subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked to identify how strong 
or weak they believed they were at solving problems. In this question, the sum of the p-
values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.10. Given this score is greater than 0.05, the learning 
community students and the non-learning community students are not different in their 
feelings when considering their own ability to solve problems and we fail to reject the 
null hypothesis.  On a percentage basis, 94.44% of learning community respondents 
answered that their problem-solving skills were either “a major strength” or “somewhat 
strong,” in comparison to the non-learning community students, 80.4% of whom reported 
they were “a major strength” or “somewhat strong.”  When considering the total 
population, 100% of students who completed the survey responded that their problem-
solving skills were “a major strength,” “somewhat strong,” or “average.” Table 46 
(Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing learning community to 
non-learning community students within subset question 22. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Study skills. In the twenty-third subset 
of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked to identify how strong or weak 
they believed they were in the area of study skills (note-taking, reading, exam prep, etc.). 
In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.07. Given this 
score is greater than 0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis and see that the learning 
community students and the non-learning community students are not different.   On a 
percentage basis, 77.8% of learning community respondents answered either “a major 
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strength” or “somewhat strong,” in comparison to the non-learning community students, 
48.08% of whom reported “a major strength” or “somewhat strong.”  Three (5.77%) 
students in the non-learning community population selected “a major weakness.” When 
considering the total population, 85.71% of students who completed the survey 
responded that their study skills were “a major strength,” “somewhat strong,” or 
“average,” with ten (14.29%) students reporting “somewhat weak” or “a major 
weakness.” Table 47 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing 
learning community to non-learning community students within subset question 23. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Leadership Ability. In the twenty-fourth 
subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked to identify how strong 
or weak they believed they were in their leadership ability. In this question, the sum of 
the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.00. Given this score is less than 0.05, the 
learning community students and the non-learning community students are different in 
their feelings when considering their own ability lead others and we reject the null 
hypothesis.  On a percentage basis, 88.90% of learning community respondents answered 
that their problem-solving skills were either “a major strength” or “somewhat strong,” in 
comparison to the non-learning community students, 80.76% of whom reported they 
were “a major strength” or “somewhat strong.”  When considering the total population, 
94.29% of students who completed the survey responded that their problem-solving skills 
were “a major strength,” “somewhat strong,” or “average.” Table 47 (Appendix D) 
displays the frequency of responses comparing learning community to non-learning 
community students within subset question 24. 
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Academic Environment & Challenge: Listening to lectures. In the twenty-fifth 
subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked to identify how strong 
or weak they believed they were in listening to lectures (understanding key concepts, 
taking notes, etc.). In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 
0.39. Given this score is greater than 0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis and see 
that the learning community students and the non-learning community students are not 
different.   On a percentage basis, 77.78% of learning community respondents answered 
either “a major strength” or “somewhat strong,” in comparison to the non-learning 
community students, 59.61% of whom reported “a major strength” or “somewhat strong.”  
One (5.56%) learning community student and four (7.69%) non-learning community 
students reported their skills in this area as “somewhat weak.”  When considering the 
total population, 92.85% of students who completed the survey responded that their skills 
in listening to lectures were “a major strength,” “somewhat strong,” or “average,” with 
five (7.14%) students reporting “somewhat weak” or “a major weakness.” Table 48 
(Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing learning community to 
non-learning community students within subset question 25. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Contributing to discussions. In the 
twenty-sixth subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked how often 
they had contributed to in-class discussions since entering the Research Site. In this 
question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.66. Given this score is 
greater than 0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning community 
students are not different in their feelings when considering how often they contributed in 
class and we fail to reject the null hypothesis.  On a percentage basis, 66.66% of learning 
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community respondents answered either “a great deal” or “a moderate amount,” in 
comparison to the non-learning community students, 57.70% of whom reported either “a 
great deal” or “a moderate amount.”  Five (27.78%) learning community students and 20 
(38.46%) non-learning community students reported “occasionally.”  In addition, one 
(1.92%) non-learning community student reported “never.”  When considering the total 
population, 67 (95.71%) students who completed the survey responded they contributed 
to in-class discussions “a great deal,” “a moderate amount,” or “occasionally,” with three 
(4.29%) students reporting “rarely” or “never.” Table 49 (Appendix D) displays the 
frequency of responses comparing learning community to non-learning community 
students within subset question 26. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Writing ability. The next subset of 
questions asked students to rate themselves on their writing ability.  In this question, the 
sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.90.  Given this score is greater than 
0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning community students are not 
different in their feelings when considering their writing ability relative to their peers and 
we fail to reject the null hypothesis.  In considering the two groups, 73.70% of the 
learning community students rated themselves as in the “highest 10%” or “above 
average,” compared to 65.38% of the non-learning community students.  In addition, 
2.63% of learning community students rated themselves “average,” “below average,” or 
in the “lowest 10%,” compared to 34.61% of non-learning community students.  Within 
the non-learning community population, one student rated him or herself as “below 
average” or in the “lowest 10%,” while no learning community students selected this 
answer. When looking at the total percentages, 67.60% of the total population of students 
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rated themselves as in the “highest 10%” or “above average.” Table 59 (Appendix D) 
displays the frequency of responses comparing learning community to non-learning 
community students within subset question nine. 
Academic Environment & Challenge: Witnessing academic dishonesty and 
cheating. In the final subset of questions for Academic Challenge, students were asked to 
indicate how often they had witnessed academic dishonesty and cheating. In this 
question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.19. Given this score is 
greater than 0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning community 
students are not different in their feelings reflecting how often they have witnessed 
academic dishonesty and we fail to reject the null hypothesis.   On a percentage basis, 
44.50% of learning community respondents answered either “a great deal” or “a 
moderate amount,” in comparison to the non-learning community students, 23% of whom 
reported either “a great deal” or “a moderate amount.”  Five (27.78%) learning 
community students and nine (17.3%) non-learning community students reported 
“occasionally,” while two (11.1%) learning community students and 11 (21.2%) non-
learning community students reported “never.”  When considering the total population, 
34 (48.6%) students who completed the survey responded they had witnessed academic 
dishonesty and cheating “a great deal,” “a moderate amount,” or “occasionally,” with 36 
(51.50%) students reporting “rarely” or “never.” Table 50 (Appendix D) displays the 
frequency of responses comparing learning community to non-learning community 
students within subset question 27. 
Brief summary of findings: Academic Environment & Challenge.  When 
considering this first subset of questions surrounding student perceptions of their 
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academic environment and the degree of challenge faced, a significant difference 
between the BLC and the Non-BLC students was clear in three questions.  Table 15 
highlights those questions and shows the mean as well as the p-value. 
 
Table 15  
Summary of Statistically Significant Findings: Academic Environment & Challenge 
Question Values Response Name Mean p-value 
a.  Understanding of 
global issues 
5 A major strength 
3.74 0.03 
 4 Somewhat strong 
 3 Average 
 2 Somewhat weak 
 1 A major weakness 
     
b.  Creative thinking 
skills 
5 A major strength 
3.99 0.03 
 4 Somewhat strong 
 3 Average 
 2 Somewhat weak 
 1 A major weakness 
     
c.  Leadership ability 5 A major strength 
4.26 0.00 
 4 Somewhat strong 
 3 Average 
 2 Somewhat weak 
 
 
1 A major weakness 
   
 
Learning and Interacting with Peers 
 The second section of the research instrument sought to understand students’ 
perceptions towards their learning and interactions with their peers.  This section 
contained 23 questions and examined a range of topics within student learning and 
interactions.  This portion of the survey instrument asked students to rate themselves on a 
series of traits in relation to the average person their age.  Similar to the previous section, 
students completed this section using a Likert-type scale with the following response 
options: “highest 10%,” “above average,” “average,” “below average,” “lowest 10%,” 
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and “N/A.”  In reviewing the data, none of the students who completed the survey 
selected “N/A.”  Table 16 provides a summary of selected responses from the total 
population.  In addition to the question format described, students were asked to describe 
to what extent they had experienced specific interactions with students from a 
racial/ethnic group other than their own. This subcategory of questions included a range 
of possible responses, including “very often,” “often,” “sometimes,” “seldom,” and 
“never.” 
The table provides the reader with a high-level view of each question within the 
second subsection, Learning and Interacting with Peers, and displays the number of 
students completing each question who were in the BLC and students who were not in 
the BLC.  In addition, the table provides a view of the total population along with the 
mean and the p-value. 
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Table 16  
Response Rate and Statistical Measures: Learning and Interacting with Peers 
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  f.  Drank beer 5 A great deal 7 38.89 9 17.65 16 22.86 
3.17 0.13 
  4 A moderate amount 3 16.67 15 29.41 18 25.71 
  3 Occasionally 2 11.11 13 25.49 15 21.43 
  2 Rarely 3 16.67 2 3.92 6 8.57 
  1 Never 2 11.11 11 21.57 13 18.57 
  0 Choose not to answer 1 5.56 1 1.96 2 2.86 
    Total 18 100 51 100 70 100     
  g.  Discussed 
course content with 
students outside of 
class 
5 A great deal 6 33.33 9 17.31 15 21.43 
3.76 0.11 
  4 A moderate amount 10 55.56 19 36.54 29 41.43 
  3 Occasionally 2 11.11 20 38.46 22 31.43 
  2 Rarely 0 0.00 2 3.85 2 2.86 
  1 Never 0 0.00 2 3.85 2 2.86 
    Total 18 100 52 100 70 100 
  h.  Received 
advice/counseling 
from another 
student 
5 A great deal 5 27.78 2 3.85 7 10.00 3.07 0.05 
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4 A moderate amount 3 16.67 15 28.85 18 25.71 
3.76 0.11 
  3 Occasionally 7 38.89 17 32.69 24 34.29 
  2 Rarely 2 11.11 13 25.00 15 21.43 
  1 Never 1 5.56 5 9.62 6 8.57 
    Total 18 100 52 100 70 100 
         
 
  i.  Drank 
wine or liquor 
5 A great deal 7 38.89 6 11.54 13.00 18.57 
3.37 0.19 
  4 A moderate amount 5 27.78 21 40.38 26.00 37.14 
  3 Occasionally 2 11.11 13 25.00 15.00 21.43 
  2 Rarely 2 11.11 5 9.61 7.00 10.00 
  1 Never 2 11.11 6 11.53 8.00 11.43 
  0 Choose not to answer 0 0.00 1 1.92 1.00 1.43 
    Total 18 100 52 100 70 100     
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e.  Public speaking 
ability 
5 Highest 10% 8 42.11 10 19.23 18 25.35 3.69 0.26 
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  4 Above Average 6 31.58 16 30.77 22 30.99 
  3 Average 5 26.32 19 36.54 24 33.80 
  2 Below Average 0 0.00 5 9.62 5 7.04 
  1 Lowest 10% 0 0.00 2 3.85 2 2.82 
    Total 19 100 52 100 71 100 
  f.  Self−efficiency 
(Belief in 
intellectual ability) 
5 Highest 10% 7 36.84 17 32.69 24 33.80 
4.03 1.00 
  4 Above Average 7 36.84 20 38.46 27 38.03 
  3 Average 5 26.32 13 25.00 18 25.35 
  2 Below Average 0 0.00 2 3.85 2 2.82 
  1 Lowest 10% 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 
    Total 19 100 52 100 71 100 
  g.  Self confidence 
(social) 
5 Highest 10% 6 31.58 14 26.92 20 28.17 
3.83 0.60 
  4 Above Average 5 26.32 17 32.69 22 30.99 
  3 Average 7 36.84 20 38.46 27 38.03 
  2 Below Average 1 5.26 0 0.00 1 1.41 
  1 Lowest 10% 0 0.00 1 1.92 1 1.41 
    Total 19 100 52 100 71 100 
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  h.  Understanding 
of Others 
5 Highest 10% 8 42.11 17 32.69 25 35.21 
4.17 0.55 
  4 Above Average 10 52.63 24 46.15 34 47.89 
  3 Average 1 5.26 10 19.23 11 15.49 
  2 Below Average 0 0.00 1 1.92 1 1.41 
  1 Lowest 10% 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 
    Total 19 100 52 100 71 100.00 
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3.  Think about your current ability and tell us how strong or weak you are in each of the following areas 
      a.  Knowledge of people from 
different cultures 
5 A major strength 7 38.89 15 28.85 22 31.43 
3.90 0.09 
  4 Somewhat strong 5 27.78 23 44.23 28 40.00 
  3 Average 2 11.11 11 21.15 13 18.57 
  2 Somewhat weak 2 11.11 3 5.77 5 7.14 
  1 A major weakness 2 11.11 0 0.00 2 2.86 
    Total 18 100 52 100 70 100.00 
  b.  Ability to work as part of a 
team 
5 A major strength 12 66.67 25 48.08 37 52.86 
4.43 0.47 
  4 Somewhat strong 6 33.33 21 40.38 27 38.57 
  3 Average 0 0.00 5 9.62 5 7.14 
  2 Somewhat weak 0 0.00 1 1.92 1 1.43 
  1 A major weakness 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 
    Total 18 100 52 100 70 100 
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Question Values Response Name Count % Count % Count  % Mean 
p 
value 
4.  To what extent have you experienced the following with students of a racial/ethnic group other than your own       
  a.  Dined or 
shared a meal 
5 Very often 10 55.56 16 30.77 26 37.14 
3.93 0.26 
  4 Often 5 27.78 16 30.77 21 30.00 
  3 Sometimes 2 11.11 16 30.77 18 25.71 
  2 Seldom 0 0.00 2 3.85 2 2.86 
  1 Never 1 5.56 2 3.85 3 4.29 
    Total 18 100 52 100 70 100 
  b.  Shared 
personal feelings 
and problems 
5 Very often 9 50.00 11 21.15 20 28.57 
3.61 0.04 
  4 Often 6 33.33 13 25.00 19 27.14 
  3 Sometimes 2 11.11 17 32.69 19 27.14 
  2 Seldom 0 0.00 8 15.38 8 11.43 
  1 Never 1 5.56 3 5.77 4 5.71 
    Total 18 100 52 100 70 100 
  c.  Felt insulted or 
threatened because 
of your 
race/ethnicity 
5 Very often 0 0.00 2 3.85 2 2.86 1.86 0.55 
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  4 Often 1 5.56 1 1.92 2 2.86 
  3 Sometimes 1 5.56 9 17.31 10 14.29 
  2 Seldom 8 44.44 18 34.62 26 37.14 
  1 Never 8 44.44 22 42.31 30 42.86 
    Total 18 100 52 100 70 100 
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  d.  Studied or 
prepared for class 
5 Very often 8 44.44 9 17.31 17 24.29 
3.69 0.13 
  4 Often 6 33.33 19 36.54 25 35.71 
  3 Sometimes 3 16.67 17 32.69 20 28.57 
  2 Seldom 0 0.00 5 9.62 5 7.14 
  1 Never 1 5.56 2 3.85 3 4.29 
    Total 18 100 52 100 70 100 
  e.  Socialized or 
partied 
5 Very often 11 61.11 16 30.77 27 38.57 
3.81 0.12 
  4 Often 5 27.78 14 26.92 19 27.14 
  3 Sometimes 1 5.56 12 23.08 13 18.57 
  2 Seldom 0 0.00 6 11.54 6 8.57 
  1 Never 1 5.56 4 7.69 5 7.14 
    Total 18 100 52 100 70 100 
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Table 17  
Student Ratings on Identified Traits 
 Highest 10% Above 
average 
Average Below 
average 
Lowest 10% 
Academic ability 
(N= 71) 
16 
(22.5%) 
38 
(53.5%) 
17 
(23.9%) 
0 
(0.0% 
0 
(0.0% 
Competitiveness 
(N = 71) 
24 
(33.8%) 
 
31 
(43.66%) 
12 
(16.9%) 
4 
(5.63%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
Leadership 
ability 
(N = 71) 
27 
(38.03%) 
31 
(43.66%) 
9 
(12.68%) 
4 
(5.63%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
Motivation to 
succeed 
academically 
(N = 71) 
22 
(30.99%) 
34 
(47.89%) 
12 
(16.90%) 
3 
(4.23%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
Public-speaking 
ability 
(N = 71) 
18 
(25.35%) 
22 
(30.99%) 
24 
(33.80%) 
5 
(7.04%) 
2 
(2.82%) 
Self-efficiency 
(N = 71) 
24 
(33.80%) 
27 
(38.03%) 
18 
(25.35%) 
2 
(2.82%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
Self-confidence 
(N = 71) 
20 
(28.17%) 
22 
(30.99%) 
27 
(38.03%) 
1 
(1.41%) 
1 
(1.41%) 
Understanding 
of others 
(N = 71) 
25 
(35.21%) 
34 
(47.89%) 
11 
(15.49%) 
1 
(1.41%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
Writing ability 
(N = 71) 
10 
(14.08%) 
38 
(53.52%) 
22 
(30.99%) 
1 
(1.41%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
 
 
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Academic ability. Within the second 
section of the instrument, students were first asked to rate themselves on academic 
ability.  In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.397.  
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Given this score is greater than 0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis and see that the 
learning community students and the non-learning community students are not different.  
On a percentage basis, it is worth noting that none of the students participating in the 
survey felt their academic ability was below average or in the lowest 10% of the average 
person their age.  The majority of students (76%) responded that their academic ability 
was in the highest 10% or above average. Table 51 (Appendix D) displays the frequency 
of responses comparing learning community to non-learning community students within 
subset question one. 
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Competitiveness. The second subset of 
questions asked students to rate themselves on competitiveness.  In this question, the sum 
of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.920.  Given this score is greater than 0.05, 
the learning community students and the non-learning community students are not 
different in their feelings of their own competitive nature and we fail to reject the null 
hypothesis.  When considering competitiveness, the majority of students (77.46%) 
reported being “above average” or “highest 10%.” Table 52 (Appendix D) displays the 
frequency of responses comparing learning community to non-learning community 
students within subset question two. 
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Leadership ability. The third subset of 
questions asked students to rate themselves on leadership ability.  In this question, the 
sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.03.  Given this score is less than 0.05, 
we reject the null hypothesis and see that the learning community students and the non-
learning community students are different in their perception of their leadership ranking 
vs. their peers.  In considering the two groups, 89.5% of the learning community students 
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rated themselves as in the “highest 10%” or “above average,” while 78.85% of the non-
learning community students did so.  In addition, only 10.5% of learning community 
students rated themselves as “average,” “below average,” or in the “lowest 10%,” as 
compared with 21.16% of non-learning community students. Table 53 (Appendix D) 
displays the frequency of responses comparing learning community to non-learning 
community students within subset question three. 
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Motivation to succeed academically. 
The fourth subset of questions asked students to rate themselves on their personal 
motivation to succeed academically.  In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s 
Exact Test was 0.60.  Given this score is greater than 0.05, the learning community 
students and the non-learning community students are not different in their motivation to 
succeed and we fail to reject the null hypothesis.    In considering the two groups, 84.20% 
of the learning community students rated themselves as in the “highest 10%” or “above 
average,” compared with 74.81% of the non-learning community students.  In addition, 
15.8% of learning community students rated themselves “average,” “below average,” or 
in the “lowest 10%,” as compared with 23.08% of non-learning community students.  
Table 54 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing learning 
community to non-learning community students within subset question four. 
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Public-speaking ability. The fifth subset 
of questions asked students to rate themselves on their personal speaking ability.  In this 
question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.26.  Given this score is 
greater than 0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning community 
students are not different in their feelings when considering their public speaking ability 
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and we fail to reject the null hypothesis.    In considering the two groups, 73.70% of the 
learning community students rated themselves as in the “highest 10%” or “above 
average,” compared to 50.0% of the non-learning community students.  In addition, 
26.3% of learning community students rated themselves “average,” “below average,” or 
in the “lowest 10%,” as compared to 50.01% of non-learning community students.  
Within the non-learning community population, two students rated themselves in the 
“lowest 10%,” while no learning community students selected this answer. Table 55 
(Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing learning community to 
non-learning community students within subset question five. 
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Self-efficiency (belief in intellectual 
ability). The sixth subset of questions asked students to rate themselves on the trait of 
self-efficiency, an individual’s personal belief in his or her intellectual ability.  In this 
question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 1.0.  Given this score is 
greater than 0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning community 
students are not different in their feelings when considering their belief of their own 
intellectual ability and we fail to reject the null hypothesis.  In considering the two 
groups, 73.60% of the learning community students rated themselves as in the “highest 
10%” or “above average,” compares to 71.15% of the non-learning community students.  
In addition, 26.3% of learning community students rated themselves “average,” “below 
average,” or in the “lowest 10%,” as compared with 28.85% of non-learning community 
students.  Table 56 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing learning 
community to non-learning community students within subset question six. 
A PROGRAM EVALUATION: EXAMINING THE EFFECT OF A RESIDENTIAL 
BUSINESS LEARNING COMMUNITY  
 
 
96 
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Self-confidence (social). The seventh 
subset of questions asked students to rate themselves on the trait of self-confidence.  In 
this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.60.  Given this score 
is greater than 0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning community 
students are not different in their feelings of their own self-confidence and we fail to 
reject the null hypothesis.  In considering the two groups, 57.90% of the learning 
community students rated themselves as in the “highest 10%” or “above average,” 
compared to 59.61% of the non-learning community students.  In addition, 42.10% of 
learning community students rated themselves “average,” “below average,” or in the 
“lowest 10%,” as compared with 40.38% of non-learning community students.  Within 
the non-learning community population, one student rated him or herself in the “lowest 
10%,” while no learning community students selected this answer.  Of the total 
responses, 59.16% of students rated themselves as in the “highest 10%” or “above 
average.” Table 57 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing learning 
community to non-learning community students within subset question seven. 
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Understanding others. The eighth subset 
of questions asked students to rate themselves on their understanding of others.  In this 
question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.55.  Given this score is 
greater than 0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning community 
students are not different in their understanding of others and we fail to reject the null 
hypothesis.  In considering the two groups, 94.74% of the learning community students 
rated themselves as in the “highest 10%” or “above average,” compared to 78.84% of the 
non-learning community students.  In addition, 5.26% of learning community students 
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rated themselves “average,” “below average,” or in the “lowest 10%,” as compared to 
16.90% of non-learning community students.  Within the non-learning community 
population, one student rated him or herself as “below average” or in the “lowest 10%,” 
while no learning community students selected this answer.  Of the total population, 
83.10% of students rated themselves as in the “highest 10%” or “above average.” Table 
58 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses comparing learning community to 
non-learning community students within subset question eight. 
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Feeling part of the campus community.  
The ninth subset of questions asked students to rate themselves on their feeling that they 
were part of the campus community at the Research Site.  In this question, the sum of the 
p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.018.  Given this score is less than 0.05, the 
learning community students and the non-learning community students are different in 
their feelings when considering their feelings towards being a part of the campus 
community and we reject the null hypothesis.  These data provide evidence that the BLC 
and non-learning community populations answered the questions differently and that the 
BLC students felt more like a part of the campus community than their non-learning 
community peers.  This feeling of being a part of the campus community could be linked 
to the community service and campus involvement, which are both key aspects of the 
learning community. Table 60 (Appendix D) displays the frequency of responses 
comparing learning community to non-learning community students within subset 
question nine. 
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Feeling valued by the Business College. 
The tenth subset of questions asked students to consider if they feel valued by the 
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business college.  In this question, the sum of the p-value was 0.015.  Given this score is 
less than 0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning community students 
are different in their feelings of being valued by the business college and we reject the 
null hypothesis.  These data, as evidenced on Table 61 (Appendix D), provide evidence 
that the BLC and non-learning community populations answered the questions differently 
and that the BLC students felt they were valued more than their non-learning community 
peers. 
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Feeling a sense of belonging. The 
eleventh subset of questions asked students to consider if they feel a sense of belonging.  
In this question, the sum of the p-value was 0.023.  Given this score is less than 0.05, the 
learning community students and the non-learning community students are different in 
their feeling of a sense of belonging and we reject the null hypothesis.  These data 
provide evidence that the BLC and non-learning community populations answered the 
questions differently and that the BLC students felt a greater sense of belonging than their 
non-learning community peers. 
Table 62 (Appendix D) shows responses to the statement, “I feel a sense of 
belonging to the campus.”  In response to this question, 18.80% of students answered 
“strongly agree,” while 44.90% of students responded “agree.”  When comparing the 
BLC students with the non-learning community students, 44.44% of BLC students 
responded “strongly agree,” while only 9.8% of non-learning community students 
responded “strongly agree.”  In addition, 33.33% of BLC students and 49.02% of non-
learning community students responded “agree.”  In comparison, 5.56% of BLC students 
responded “neither agree nor disagree,” while 23.53% of non-learning community 
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students responded in this fashion.  When considering total responses of “neither agree 
nor disagree,” “disagree,” and “strongly disagree,” the BLC student percentages totaled 
22.23%, while the non-learning community students reported 41.17%.   
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Ability to work as part of a team. The 
twelfth subset of questions asked students to consider their ability to work as part of a 
team.  In this question, the sum of the p-value was 0.47.  Given this score is greater than 
0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning community students are not 
different in their feeling of a sense of belonging and we fail to reject the null hypothesis.   
Table 63 (Appendix D) shows responses to the statement, “Think about your 
current ability and tell us how strong or weak you believe you are in [your] ability to 
work as part of a team.”  In response to this question, 52.86% of all students answered “a 
major strength,” while 38.57% of students responded “somewhat strong.”  When 
comparing the BLC students with the non-learning community students, 66.67% of BLC 
students responded “a major strength,” while 48.08% of non-learning community 
students responded “a major strength.”  In addition, 33.33% of BLC students and 40.38% 
of non-learning community students responded “somewhat strong.”  In comparison, no 
BLC students responded “average,” while five (9.62%) non-learning community students 
responded in this fashion.  When considering total responses of “average,” “somewhat 
weak,” and “a major weakness,” the BLC student percentages totaled 0.0%, while the 
non-learning community students reported 8.57%.   
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Dining or sharing a meal with students 
from a different racial/ethnic group.  In the next sub-set of questions surrounding 
learning and interacting with peers, students were asked how often they dined or shared a 
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meal with students of a different racial/ethnic group since entering the Research Site.   
The researcher performed Fisher’s Exact Test to compare the two populations and the 
resulting p-value was 0.26, providing evidence that the BLC and non-learning 
community populations are not different and we fail to reject the null hypothesis. 
Table 64 (Appendix D) shows responses to the question, “To what extent have 
you experienced the following with students of a racial/ethnic group other than your own 
– Dined or shared a meal?”  In response to this question, 26 (37.14%) students answered 
“very often,” while 21 (30.0%) students responded “often.”  When comparing the BLC 
students with the non-learning community students, ten (55.56%) of the BLC students 
responded “very often,” while 16 (48.08%) of the non-learning community students 
responded “very often.”  In addition, five (27.78%) of the BLC students and 16 (30.77%) 
of the non-learning community students responded “often.”  In comparison, two 
(11.11%) BLC students responded “sometimes,” while 16 (30.77%) non-learning 
community students responded in this fashion.  When considering total responses of 
“seldom” and “never,” one (5.56%) BLC student reported “never” and none reported 
“seldom,” while two (3.85%) of the non-learning community students reported “seldom” 
and two reported “never.”   
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Sharing personal feelings and 
problems with students from a different racial/ethnic group. The next subset of 
questions asked students to consider if they shared personal feelings and problems with 
students from a different racial/ethnic group.  In this question, the sum of the p-value was 
0.04.  Given this score is less than 0.05, the learning community students and the non-
learning community students are different and we reject the null hypothesis.  This statistic 
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highlights that BLC students feel they have shared personal feelings and problems with 
students from racial or ethnic groups other than their own at a more significant level that 
their non-learning community peers. 
Table 65 (Appendix D) shows responses to the question, “To what extent have 
you experienced the following with students of a racial/ethnic group other than your own 
– Shared personal feelings and problems?”  In response to this question, 20 (28.57%) 
students answered “very often,” while 19 (27.14%) students responded “often.”  When 
comparing the BLC students with the non-learning community students, nine (50.00%) of 
the BLC students responded “very often,” while 11 (21.15%) of the non-learning 
community students responded “very often.”  In addition, six (33.33%) of the BLC 
students and 13 (25.0%) of the non-learning community students responded “often.”  In 
comparison, two (11.11%) of the BLC students responded “sometimes,” while 17 
(32.69%) of the non-learning community students responded in this fashion.  One 
(5.56%) BLC student reported “never” and none reported “seldom,” while eight (15.38%) 
of the non-learning community students reported “seldom” and three (5.77%) reported 
“never.”   
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Socializing or partying with students 
from a different racial/ethnic group. Students were asked to indicate how often they 
had Socialized or partied with students from a different racial/ethnic group. In this 
question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.12. Given this score is 
greater than 0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning community 
students are not different with regards to the amount of social interactions they have had 
with students from a different racial group and we fail to reject the null hypothesis.    
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Table 66 (Appendix D) shows responses to the question, “To what extent have 
you experienced the following with students of a racial/ethnic group other than your own 
– Socialized or partied?”  In response to this question, 27 (38.57%) of all students 
answered “very often,” while 19 (27.14%) students responded “often.”  When comparing 
the BLC students with the non-learning community students, 11 (61.11%) of the BLC 
students responded “very often,” while 16 (30.77%) of the non-learning community 
students responded “very often.”  In addition, five (27.78%) of the BLC students and 14 
(26.92%) of the non-learning community students responded “often.”  In comparison, one 
(5.56%) of the BLC students responded “sometimes,” while 12 (23.08%) non-learning 
community students responded in this fashion.  No BLC students reported “seldom” and 
one reported “never,” while six (11.54%) of the non-learning community students 
reported “seldom” and four (7.69%) reported “never.”   
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Studying or preparing for class with 
students from a different racial/ethnic group.  Students were asked to indicate how 
often they had studied or prepared for class with students from a different racial/ethnic 
group. In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.13. Given 
this score is greater than 0.05, the learning community students and the non-learning 
community students are not different in their feelings reflecting how often they have 
studied or prepared for class with students from a different racial/ethnic group.    
Table 67 (Appendix D) shows responses to the statement, “To what extent have 
you experienced the following with students of a racial/ethnic group other than your own 
– Studied or prepared for class?”  In response to this question, 17 (24.29%) students 
answered “very often,” while 25 (35.71%) students responded “often.”  Eight (33.33%) 
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of the BLC students responded “very often,” while nine (17.31%) of the non-learning 
community students responded “very often.”  In addition, six (33.33%) of the BLC 
students and 19 (36.54%) of the non-learning community students responded “often.”  In 
comparison, three (16.67%) BLC students responded “sometimes,” while 17 (32.69%) 
non-learning community students responded in this fashion.  Zero (0.0%) BLC students 
reported “seldom” and one (5.56%) reported “never,” while five (9.62%) non-learning 
community students reported “seldom” and two (3.85%) reported “never.”   
The researcher performed Fisher’s Exact Test to compare the two populations and 
the resulting p-value was 0.13, providing evidence that the BLC and non-learning 
community populations answered the questions in a similar fashion and that the null 
hypothesis should be accepted.   
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Interacting with peer mentors from 
UNIV 101.  Students were asked to indicate how often they had interacted with their peer 
mentor from UNIV 101. In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test 
was 0.00. Given this score is less than 0.05, the learning community students and the 
non-learning community students are different in amount of interaction they have had 
with their peer leader and we reject the null hypothesis.    
Table 68 (Appendix D) shows responses to the question, “Since entering [the 
Research Site], how often have you interacted with the following people – Peer mentors 
from UNIV 101?”  UNIV 101 is the abbreviation for “University 101,” a required course 
for all freshman students entering the Research Site.  This course provides students with 
an introduction to university life, as well as to the major metropolitan city where 
Research Site is located.  An instructor teaches the course aided by a peer mentor, whose 
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role is to model the typical behavior of an upperclassman at the Research Site.  The peer 
mentors are sophomores who were students in the class one-year prior. 
In response to this question, four (5.63%) students answered “a great deal,” while 
six (35.71%) students responded “a moderate amount.”  Four (21.05%) of the BLC 
students responded “a great deal,” while one (17.31%) of the non-learning community 
students responded “a great deal.”  In addition, five (26.32%) of the BLC students and 
one (1.92%) of the non-learning community students responded “a moderate amount.”  In 
comparison, three (15.79%) of the BLC students responded “occasionally,” while five 
(9.62%) non-learning community students responded in this fashion.  The largest 
disparity in responses fell in the last two response options, “rarely” and “sometimes.” 
One (5.26%) BLC student reported “rarely” and six (31.58%) reported “never,” while ten 
(19.23%) of the non-learning community students reported “rarely” and 36 (69.23%) 
reported “never.”  
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Interacting with teaching assistants 
from BUSN 101.  Students were asked to indicate how often they had interacted with 
their teaching assistant from BUSN 101. In this question, the sum of the p-values for 
Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.00. Given this score is less than 0.05, the learning community 
students and the non-learning community students are different in their feelings reflecting 
how often they have interacted with their teaching assistants from BUSN 101 and we 
reject the null hypothesis.    
Table 69 (Appendix D) shows responses to the question.  BUSN 101 is the 
abbreviation for “Business 101,” a required course for all freshman students entering the 
Research Site where the study was conducted.  This course provides students with an 
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introduction to business disciplines and provides a foundation for further study in 
business.  One of the course’s key learning objectives is to provide an overview of the 
business field to help students determine if they can be successful in the business major.  
Within the course, a teaching assistant (TA) acts as an aide to the faculty member 
teaching the course, also serving as a mentor and trusted advisor to the students enrolled 
in the course.  The TA is generally a senior who has taken most of his or her required 
introductory business courses, like “Principles of Microeconomics,” “Principles of 
Macroeconomics,” “Introduction to Marketing,” “Introduction to Finance,” “Managerial 
Accounting Foundations,” and “Financial Accounting Foundations.”  These courses, 
along with the TAs’ co-op experiences, help provide first-year students with a framework 
for what life as a student at the Research Site will be like for the next four to five years. 
In response to this question, two (2.82%) students answered “a great deal,” while 
nine (12.68%) of the students responded “a moderate amount.”  Two (10.5%) of the BLC 
students responded “a great deal,” while none of the non-learning community students 
responded “a great deal.”  In addition, six (31.6%) of the BLC students and three (5.77%) 
of the non-learning community students responded “a moderate amount.”  In comparison, 
six (31.6%) BLC students responded “occasionally,” while ten (19.23%) non-learning 
community students responded in this fashion.  The largest disparity in responses fell in 
the last three response options, “rarely” and “never.”  Three (15.8%) BLC students 
reported “rarely” and two (10.5%) reported “never,” while 16 (30.77%) non-learning 
community students reported “rarely” and 23 (44.23%) reported “never.”   
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Studying with other students. Students 
were asked to indicate how often they study with other students. In this question, the sum 
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of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.00. Given this score is less than 0.05, the 
learning community students and the non-learning community students are different in 
perception of how often they have studied with other students and we reject the null 
hypothesis.  
  Table 70 (Appendix D) shows responses to the statement, “Since entering [the 
Research Site], how often have you interacted with the following people – Studied with 
other students.”  For this question, the response options were “a great deal,” “a moderate 
amount,” “occasionally,” “rarely,” or “never.”    
In response to this question, 20 (28.99%) of all the students answered “a great 
deal,” while 17 (24.64%) of the students responded “a moderate amount.”  When 
comparing the BLC students with the non-learning community students, 11 (61.11%) of 
the BLC students responded “a great deal,” while nine (17.65) of the non-learning 
community students responded “a great deal.”  In addition, two (11.11%) of the BLC 
students and 15 (29.41%) of the non-learning community students responded “a moderate 
amount.”  In comparison, four (22.22%) of the BLC students responded “occasionally,” 
while 13 (25.49%) non-learning community students responded in this fashion.  The large 
disparity in responses fell in the last two response options, “rarely” and “never.”  When 
considering these responses, zero BLC students reported “rarely” and one (5.56%) 
reported “never,” while ten (19.61%) of the non-learning community students reported 
“rarely” and four (7.84%) reported “never.”  
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Receiving advice/counseling from 
another student. In the question regarding receiving advice/counseling from another 
student the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.05.  Given the p-value is 
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equal to 0.05, we reject the null hypothesis.  Table 71 (Appendix D) displays the 
frequency of responses comparing learning community to non-learning community 
students within subset question one, showing responses to the statement, “Since entering 
[the Research Site], how often have you interacted with the following people – received 
advice/counseling from another student?”  For this question, the response options were “a 
great deal,” “a moderate amount,” “occasionally,” “rarely,” or “never.” 
In response to this question, seven (10.00%) of all student respondents answered 
“a great deal,” while 18 (25.71%) of the students responded “a moderate amount.”  Five 
(27.78%) of the BLC students responded “a great deal,” while two (3.85%) of the non-
learning community students responded “a great deal.”  In addition, three (17.67%) of the 
BLC students and 15 (28.85%) of the non-learning community students responded “a 
moderate amount.”  In comparison, seven (38.89%) of the BLC students responded 
“occasionally,” while 17 (32.69%) of the non-learning community students responded in 
this fashion.  The large disparity in responses fell in the last two response options, 
“rarely” and “never,” in which two (11.11%) BLC students reported “rarely” and one 
(5.56%) reported “never,” while 13 (25.0%) of the non-learning community students 
reported “rarely” and five (9.62%) reported “never.”   
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Helping or aiding another student 
(academically). In the next subset of questions for learning and interacting with peers, 
students were asked to consider how often they help or aide others students academically. 
In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.29. Given this 
score is greater than 0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis and see that the learning 
community students and the non-learning community students are not different. 
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Table 72 (Appendix D) shows responses to the statement, “Since entering [the 
Research Site], how often have you interacted with the following people – Helped or 
aided another student academically?” For this question, the response options were “a 
great deal,” “a moderate amount,” “occasionally,” “rarely,” or “never.” 
In response to this question, ten (14.29%) students answered “a great deal,” while 
27 (38.57%) of the students responded “a moderate amount.”  When comparing the BLC 
students with the non-learning community students, four (22.2%) of the BLC students 
responded “a great deal,” while six (11.54%) of the non-learning community students 
responded “a great deal.”  In addition, nine (50.0%) of the BLC students and 18 (34.62%) 
of the non-learning community students responded “a moderate amount.”  In comparison, 
five (27.8%) of the BLC students responded “occasionally,” while 18 (34.62%) non-
learning community students responded in this fashion.  The largest disparity in 
responses fell in the last two response options, “rarely” and “never.”  When considering 
responses of “rarely” and “never,” zero (0.0%) BLC students reported “rarely” and zero 
(0.0%) reported “never,” while six (11.54%) of the non-learning community students 
reported “rarely” and four (7.69%) reported “never.”   
Learning and Interacting with Peers: Discussing course content with 
students outside of class. In the next subset of questions for learning and interacting 
with peers, students were asked to consider how often they discuss course content with 
students outside of class. In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test 
was 0.11. Given this score is greater than 0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis and 
see that the learning community students and the non-learning community students are 
not different. 
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In response to this question, 15 (21.43%) students answered “a great deal,” while 
29 (41.43%) of the students responded “a moderate amount.”  When comparing the BLC 
students with the non-learning community students, six (33.3%) of the BLC students 
responded “a great deal,” while nine (17.31%) of the non-learning community students 
responded “a great deal.”  In addition, ten (55.6%) of the BLC students and 19 (36.54%) 
of the non-learning community students responded “a moderate amount.”  In comparison, 
two (11.1%) of the BLC students responded “occasionally,” while 20 (38.46%) non-
learning community students responded in this fashion. When considering responses of 
“rarely” and “never,” zero (0.0%) BLC students reported “rarely” and zero (0.0%) 
reported “never,” while two (3.85%) of the non-learning community students reported 
“rarely” and two (3.85%) reported “never.”   
Learning and Interacting with Peers:  Close friends at the Research Site. In 
the next subset of questions for learning and interacting with peers, students were asked 
to consider how often they interact with close friends at the Research Site.  In this 
question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.84.  Given the score is 
greater than 0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis and see that the learning 
community and non-learning community students are not different. 
Table 81 (Appendix D) shows responses to the question, “Since entering [the 
research school], how often have you interacted with the following people – [close 
friends at the Research Site]?” In response to this question, 49 (69.01%) students 
answered “a great deal,” while 14 (19.72%) of the students responded “a moderate 
amount.”  When comparing the BLC students with the non-learning community students, 
13 (68.42%) of the BLC students responded “a great deal,” while 36 (69.23%) of the non-
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learning community students responded “a great deal.”  In addition, five (26.32%) of the 
BLC students and nine (17.31%) of the non-learning community students responded “a 
moderate amount.”  In comparison, zero (0.0%) of the BLC students responded 
“occasionally,” while three (5.77%) non-learning community students responded in this 
fashion. When considering responses of “rarely” and “never,” zero (0.0%) BLC students 
reported “rarely” and one (5.26%) reported “never,” while one (1.92%) of the non-
learning community students reported “rarely” and three (5.77%) reported “never.”   
Brief Summary of Findings: Learning and interacting with peers.  When 
considering this second subset of questions surrounding student perceptions of their 
learning and interacting with peers, a significant difference between the BLC and the 
Non-BLC students was clear in five questions.  Table 18 highlights those questions and 
shows the mean as well as the p-value. 
 
 
Table 18  
Summary of Statistically Significant Findings: Learning and Interacting with Peers 
Question Values Response Name Mean p-value 
1. Since entering [the Research Site], how often have you interacted with the following people: 
a.  Peer Mentors 5 A great deal 
1.86 0.00 
 4 
A moderate 
amount 
 3 Occasionally 
 2 Rarely 
 1 Never 
b.  Teaching 
assistants from 
BUSN 101 
5 A great deal 
2.21 0.00  4 
A moderate 
amount 
 3 Occasionally 
 2 Rarely 
 1 Never 
c.  Received 
advice/counseling  
5 A great deal 
3.07 0.05 
 4 
A moderate 
amount 
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 3 Occasionally 
 2 Rarely 
 1 Never 
2.  Rate yourself on each of the following traits as compared with the average person your age: 
a.  Leadership 
ability 
5 Highest 10% 
4.14 0.03 
 4 Above average 
 3 Average 
 2 Below average 
 1 Lowest 10% 
3.  To what extent have you experienced the following with students of a race/ethnic group other than 
your own 
a.  Shared personal 
feelings 
5 Very often 
3.61 0.04 
 4 Often 
 3 Sometimes 
 2 Seldom 
 1 Never 
     
4.  Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statement: 
a.  I feel valued in 
[the Research Site] 
5 Strongly agree 
3.41 0.01 
 4 Agree 
 3 
Neither Agree nor 
Disagree 
 2 Disagree 
 1 Strongly Disagree 
     
 
 
Interactions with Faculty and Staff 
 The third section of the research instrument sought to understand students’ 
perceptions about their interactions with faculty and staff at the Research Site.  This 
section examined a range of topics within student learning and interactions.  This portion 
of the survey instrument asked students a variety of questions in three response 
categories, including prompts like, “Since entering [the Research Site], how often have 
you interacted with the following...?” Similar to the previous sections, students 
completed this portion of the survey using a Likert-scale with the following response 
options: “a great deal,” “a moderate amount,” “occasionally,” “rarely,” and “never.”  
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Table 19 displays the total responses within the third subsection on experiences 
with faculty and staff.  The table provides the reader with a high-level view of each 
question within the subsection and displays the number of students completing each 
questions who were in the BLC and students who were not in the BLC.  In addition, the 
table provides a view of the total population along with the mean and the p-value.  
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Table 19  
Response Rate and Statistical Measures: Interactions with Faculty and Staff 
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  c.  Faculty encourage you 
to ask questions and 
participate in class 
discussions 
5 A great deal 10 52.63 11 21.15 9 12.86 
4.07 0.03   4 A moderate amount 7 36.84 31 59.62 13 18.57 
  3 Occasionally 1 5.26 8 15.38 33 47.14 
  2 Rarely 0 0.00 2 3.85 13 18.57 
  1 Never 1 5.26 0 0.00 2 2.86 
    Total 19 100 52 100 70 100 
  d.  Had trouble 
understanding a professor's 
lecture 
5 A great deal 4 22.22 5 9.62 9 12.86 
3.20 0.59 
  4 A moderate amount 3 16.67 10 19.23 13 18.57 
  3 Occasionally 7 38.89 26 50.00 33 47.14 
  2 Rarely 4 22.22 9 17.31 13 18.57 
  1 Never 0 0.00 2 3.85 2 2.86 
    Total 18 100 52 100 70 100 
  e.  Asked a professor for 
advice after class 
5 A great deal 4 22.22 5 9.80 9 13.04 
2.96 0.30 
  4 A moderate amount 5 27.78 7 13.73 12 17.39 
  3 Occasionally 5 27.78 16 31.37 21 30.43 
  2 Rarely 3 16.67 18 35.29 21 30.43 
  1 Never 1 5.56 5 9.80 6 8.70 
    Total 18 100 51 100 69 100 
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3.  Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statement 
  a.  Faculty empower me to learn 
in [the Research Site] 
5 Strongly agree 6 33.33 5 9.80 11 15.94 
3.71 0.00 
  4 Agree 8 44.44 26 50.98 34 49.28 
  3 Neither agree nor disagree 1 5.56 17 33.33 18 26.09 
  2 Disagree 2 11.11 3 5.88 5 7.25 
  1 Strongly disagree 1 5.56 0 0.00 1 1.45 
    Total 18 100 51 100 69 100 
  b.  Faculty believe in my potential 
to succeed academically 
5 Strongly agree 7 38.89 7 13.73 14 20.29 
3.74 0.00 
  4 Agree 7 38.89 23 45.10 30 43.48 
  3 Neither agree nor disagree 1 5.56 18 35.29 19 27.54 
  2 Disagree 2 11.11 3 5.88 5 7.25 
  1 Strongly disagree 1 5.56 0 0.00 1 1.45 
    Total 18 100 51 100 69 100 
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Interactions with Faculty and Staff:  Interacting with faculty outside of class 
or in office hours.   In the first subset of questions for interactions with faculty, the 
students were asked to consider how often they interact with faculty outside of class or in 
office hours.  In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.11.  
Given the score is greater than 0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis and see that the 
learning community and non-learning community students are not different. 
Table 74 (Appendix D) shows responses to the statement, “Since entering [the 
Research Site], how often have you interacted with the following – Faculty outside of 
class or office hours?” In response to this question, six (8.57%) students answered “a 
great deal,” while 11 (15.71%) of the students responded “a moderate amount.”  When 
comparing the BLC students with the non-learning community students, three (15.79%) 
of the BLC students responded “a great deal,” while three (5.88%) of the non-learning 
community students responded “a great deal.”  In addition, three (15.79%) of the BLC 
students and eight (15.69%) of the non-learning community students responded “a 
moderate amount.”  In comparison, seven (11.1%) of the BLC students responded 
“occasionally,” while 20 (39.22%) non-learning community students responded in this 
fashion. When considering responses of “rarely” and “never,” five (26.32%) BLC 
students reported “rarely” and one (5.26%) reported “never,” while 11 (21.57%) of the 
non-learning community students reported “rarely” and nine (17.65%) reported “never.”   
Interactions with Faculty and Staff: Feeling faculty provide feedback that 
helps you assess your process in class.  In the second subset of questions for 
interactions with faculty, the students were asked to consider their feelings surrounding 
the feedback provided by faculty.  In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s 
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Exact Test was 0.39.  Given the score is greater than 0.05, we fail to reject the null 
hypothesis and see that the learning community and non-learning community students are 
not different. 
Table 75 (Appendix D) shows responses to the question, “Since entering [the 
Research Site], how often have you felt faculty provide feedback that helps you assess 
your progress in class?” In response to this question, nine (12.68%) students answered “a 
great deal,” while 32 (45.07%) of the students responded “a moderate amount.”  When 
comparing the BLC students with the non-learning community students, three (15.79%) 
of the BLC students responded “a great deal,” while six (11.5%) of the non-learning 
community students responded “a great deal.”  In addition, nine (47.37%) of the BLC 
students and 23 (44.2%) of the non-learning community students responded “a moderate 
amount.”  In comparison, four (21.1%) of the BLC students responded “occasionally,” 
while ten (19.62%) non-learning community students responded in this fashion. When 
considering responses of “rarely” and “never,” two (10.53%) BLC students reported 
“rarely” and one (5.26%) reported “never,” while 13 (25%) of the non-learning 
community students reported “rarely” and zero (0.0%) reported “never.”   
Interactions with Faculty and Staff: Feeling contributions in class are valued.  
In the next subset of questions for interactions with faculty, students were asked to 
consider if they feel their contributions in class were valued.  In this question, the sum of 
the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.24.  Given the score is greater than 0.05, we 
fail to reject the null hypothesis and see that the learning community and non-learning 
community students are not different.  
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Table 76 (Appendix D) shows responses to the question, “Since entering [the 
Research Site], how often have you felt your contributions are valued in class?” In 
response to this question, nine (12.68%) students answered “a great deal,” while 40 
(56.34%) of the students responded “a moderate amount.”  When comparing the BLC 
students with the non-learning community students, four (21.05%) of the BLC students 
responded “a great deal,” while five (9.62%) of the non-learning community students 
responded “a great deal.”  In addition, 11 (57.89%) of the BLC students and 29 (55.77%) 
of the non-learning community students responded “a moderate amount.”  In comparison, 
two (10.53%) of the BLC students responded “occasionally,” while 11 (21.15%) non-
learning community students responded in this fashion. When considering responses of 
“rarely” and “never,” one (5.26%) BLC student reported “rarely” and one (5.26%) 
reported “never,” while seven (13.46%) of the non-learning community students reported 
“rarely” and zero (0.0%) reported “never.”  
Interactions with Faculty and Staff: Academic Advisors.  In the next subset of 
questions for interactions with faculty, students were asked to consider how often they 
have interacted with academic advisors.  In this question, the sum of the p-values for 
Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.03.  Given the score is less than 0.05, we reject the null 
hypothesis and see that the learning community and non-learning community students are 
different in the amount of time they interact with their academic advisor.  
Responses to the question, “Since entering [the Research Site], how often have 
you felt faculty encourage you to ask questions and participate in class” are detailed in 
this paragraph. In response to this question, 11 (15.49%) students answered “a great 
deal,” while 16 (22.54%) of the students responded “a moderate amount.”  When 
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comparing the BLC students with the non-learning community students, six (31.58%) of 
the BLC students responded “a great deal,” while five (9.62%) of the non-learning 
community students responded “a great deal.”  In addition, four (21.05%) of the BLC 
students and twelve (23.08%) of the non-learning community students responded “a 
moderate amount.”  In comparison, three (15.79%) of the BLC students responded 
“occasionally,” while twenty-five (48.08%) non-learning community students responded 
in this fashion. When considering responses of “rarely” and “never,” five (26.32%) BLC 
students reported “rarely” and one (5.26%) reported “never,” while seven (13.46%) of the 
non-learning community students reported “rarely” and three (5.77%) reported “never.”   
Interactions with Faculty and Staff: Faculty encourage you to ask questions 
and participate in class discussions. In the next subset of questions for interactions with 
faculty and staff, students were asked to consider their perceptions of faculty 
encouragement to ask questions and participate in class discussions.  In this question, the 
sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.03.  Given the score is less than 0.05, 
we reject the null hypothesis and see that the learning community and non-learning 
community students are different. 
Table 77 (Appendix D) shows responses to the question, “Since entering [the 
Research Site], how often have you felt faculty encourage you to ask questions and 
participate in class?” In response to this question, 21 (29.58%) students answered “a great 
deal,” while 38 (53.52%) of the students responded “a moderate amount.”  When 
comparing the BLC students with the non-learning community students, ten (52.63%) of 
the BLC students responded “a great deal,” while 11 (21.15%) of the non-learning 
community students responded “a great deal.”  In addition, seven (36.84%) of the BLC 
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students and 31 (59.62%) of the non-learning community students responded “a moderate 
amount.”  In comparison, one (5.26%) of the BLC students responded “occasionally,” 
while eight (15.38%) non-learning community students responded in this fashion. When 
considering responses of “rarely” and “never,” zero (0.0%) BLC students reported 
“rarely” and one (5.26%) reported “never,” while two (3.85%) of the non-learning 
community students reported “rarely” and zero (0.0%) reported “never.”   
Interactions with Faculty and Staff: Asking a professor for advice after class. 
In the next subset of questions for interactions with faculty & staff, students were asked 
to consider how often they ask a professor for advice after class.  In this question, the 
sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.30.  Given the score is greater than 
0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis and see that the learning community and non-
learning community students are not different. 
Table 78 (Appendix D) shows responses to the question, “Since entering [the 
Research Site], how often have you asked a professor for advice after class?” In response 
to this question, nine (13.0%) students answered “a great deal,” while 12 (17.4%) of the 
students responded “a moderate amount.”  When comparing the BLC students with the 
non-learning community students, five (27.78%) of the BLC students responded “a great 
deal,” while seven (13.7%) of the non-learning community students responded “a great 
deal.”  In addition, five (27.78%) of the BLC students and seven (13.7%) of the non-
learning community students responded “a moderate amount.”  In comparison, five 
(27.78%) of the BLC students responded “occasionally,” while 16 (31.4%) non-learning 
community students responded in this fashion. When considering responses of “rarely” 
and “never,” three (16.67%) BLC students reported “rarely” and one (5.26%) reported 
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“never,” while 18 (35.3%) of the non-learning community students reported “rarely” and 
five (9.8%) reported “never.”   
Interactions with Faculty and Staff: Faculty believe in my potential to 
succeed academically. In the next subset of questions for interactions with faculty & 
staff, students were asked to provide their perceptions on if faculty believe in their 
potential to succeed academically.  In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s 
Exact Test was 0.00.  Given the score is less than 0.05, we reject the null hypothesis and 
see that the learning community and non-learning community students are different. 
Table 79 (Appendix D) shows responses to the statement, “Please indicate the 
extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements – Faculty believe in 
my potential to succeed academically.” In response to this question, 14 (20.29%) students 
answered “strongly agree,” while 30 (43.48%) of the students responded “agree.”  When 
comparing the BLC students with the non-learning community students, seven (38.89%) 
of the BLC students responded “Strongly agree,” while seven (13.73%) of the non-
learning community students responded “Strongly agree.”  In addition, seven (38.89%) of 
the BLC students and 23 (45.10%) of the non-learning community students responded 
“agree.”  In comparison, one (5.56%) of the BLC students responded “neither agree nor 
disagree,” while 18 (35.29%) non-learning community students responded in this fashion. 
When considering responses of “disagree” and “strongly disagree,” two (11.11%) BLC 
students reported “disagree” and one (5.56%) reported “strongly disagree,” while three 
(5.88%) of the non-learning community students reported “disagree” and zero (0.0%) 
reported “strongly disagree.”  
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 Brief summary of findings: Interactions with Faculty and Staff.  When 
considering the third subset of questions focused on student perceptions of their 
interactions with faculty and staff, a significant difference between the BLC and the Non-
BLC students was clear in four questions.  Table 20 highlights those questions and shows 
the mean as well as the p-value. 
Table 20  
Summary of Statistically Significant Findings: Interactions with Faculty and Staff 
Question Values Response Name Mean p-value 
1. Since entering [the Research Site], how often have you interacted with the following people: 
a.  Academic 
advisors 
5 A great deal 
3.25 0.03 
 4 
A moderate 
amount 
 3 Occasionally 
 2 Rarely 
 1 Never 
2.  Since entering [the Research Site], how often have you felt: 
a.  Faculty 
encourage you to 
ask questions and 
participate in class 
5 A great deal 
4.07 0.03 
 4 
A moderate 
amount 
 3 Occasionally 
 2 Rarely 
 1 Never 
3.  Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statement 
a.  Faculty 
empower me to 
learn in [the 
Research Site]  
5 Strongly agree 
3.71 0.00  4 Agree 
 3 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 
 2 Disagree 
 1 Strongly disagree 
b.  Faculty believe 
in my potential to 
succeed 
academically 
5 Strongly agree 
3.74 0.00  4 Agree 
 3 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 
 2 Disagree 
 1 Strongly disagree 
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Campus Environment and Experiences 
 The Campus Environment and Experiences section of the questionnaire contained 
questions designed to better understand student perceptions and feelings regarding their 
on-campus experiences. 
Table 21 displays the total responses within the final subsection, Campus 
Environment and Experiences.  The table provides the reader with a high-level view of 
the questions within the subsection and displays the number of students completing each 
question who were in the BLC and students who were not in the BLC.  In addition, the 
table provides a view of the total population along with the mean and the p-value. 
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Table 21  
Response Rate and Statistical Measures: Campus Environment and Experiences 
      BLC NonBLC Total 
  
Question Values Response Name Count % Count % Count  % Mean p value 
1.  Since entering [the Research Site], how often have you felt:              
  a.  Lonely 
or homesick 5 
A great deal 1 5.26 4 5.63 5 7.04 
2.51 0.09 
  4 A moderate amount 1 5.26 6 8.45 7 9.86 
  3 Occasionally 7 36.84 16 22.54 23 32.39 
  2 Rarely 9 47.37 11 15.49 20 28.17 
  1 Never 1 5.26 15 21.13 16 22.54 
    Total 19 100 71 100 71 100 
  b.  Isolated 
from campus 
life 5 
A great deal 2 10.53 4 7.69 6 8.45 
2.37 0.03 
  4 A moderate amount 0 0.00 10 19.23 10 14.08 
  3 Occasionally 2 10.53 8 15.38 10 14.08 
  2 Rarely 11 57.89 12 23.08 23 32.39 
  1 Never 4 21.05 18 34.62 22 30.99 
    Total 19 100 52 100.00 71 100 
  c.  Unsafe 
on this 
campus 5 
A great deal 1 5.26 3 5.77 4 5.63 
2.31 0.96 
  4 A moderate amount 1 5.26 5 9.62 6 8.45 
  3 Occasionally 3 15.79 11 21.15 14 19.72 
  2 Rarely 9 47.37 22 42.31 31 43.66 
  1 Never 5 26.32 11 21.15 16 22.54 
    Total 19 100 52 100.00 71 100 
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  d.  Felt 
depressed 5 
A great deal 3 15.79 5 9.62 8 11.27 
2.50 0.79 
  4 A moderate amount 1 5.26 7 13.46 8 11.27 
  3 Occasionally 5 26.32 10 19.23 15 21.13 
  2 Rarely 4 21.05 16 30.77 20 28.17 
  1 Never 5 26.32 13 25.00 18 25.35 
  0 
Choose not to 
answer 
0 0.00 1 1.92 1 1.41 
    Total 19 100 52 100 71 100 
  e.  
Performed 
volunteer 
work 5 
A great deal 3 15.79 5 9.62 8 11.27 
2.87 0.12 
  4 A moderate amount 6 31.58 6 11.54 12 16.90 
  3 Occasionally 6 31.58 15 28.85 21 29.58 
  2 Rarely 3 15.79 17 32.69 20 28.17 
  1 Never 0 0.00 7 13.46 7 9.86 
  0 
Choose not to 
answer 
0 0.00 1 1.92 1 1.41 
    Total 19 100 52 100 71 100 
  f. Interacted 
with your 
family 5 
A great deal 12 63.16 31 60.78 43 61.43 
2.21 0.06 
  4 A moderate amount 2 10.53 16 31.37 18 25.71 
  3 Occasionally 3 15.79 2 3.92 5 7.14 
  2 Rarely 1 5.26 0 0.00 1 1.43 
  1 Never 1 5.26 2 3.92 3 4.29 
    Total 19 100 52 100.00 71 100 
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Campus Environment and Experiences: Interactions with family. In the first 
subset of questions for campus environment and experiences, students were asked to 
consider how often they interact with their families.  In this question, the sum of the p-
values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.06.  Given the score is greater than 0.05, we fail to 
reject the null hypothesis and see that the learning community and non-learning 
community students are not different. 
Table 80 (Appendix D) shows responses to the question, “Since entering [the 
Research Site], how often have you interacted with the following people – your family?” 
In response to this question, 43 (61.43%) students answered “a great deal,” while 18 
(25.71%) of the students responded “a moderate amount.”  When comparing the BLC 
students with the non-learning community students, 12 (63.16%) of the BLC students 
responded “a great deal,” while 31 (60.78%) of the non-learning community students 
responded “a great deal.”  In addition, two (10.53%) of the BLC students and 16 
(31.37%) of the non-learning community students responded “a moderate amount.”  In 
comparison, three (15.79%) of the BLC students responded “occasionally,” while two 
(3.92%) non-learning community students responded in this fashion. When considering 
responses of “rarely” and “never,” one (5.26%) BLC student reported “rarely” and one 
(5.26%) reported “never,” while zero (0.0%) non-learning community students reported 
“rarely” and two (3.92%) reported “never.”   
Campus Environment and Experiences: How often students have felt lonely 
or homesick. In the next subset of questions for campus environment and experiences, 
students were asked to consider how often they felt lonely or homesick.  In this question, 
the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.09.  Given the score is greater than 
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0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis and see that the learning community and non-
learning community students are not different. 
Table 82 (Appendix D) shows responses to the question, “Since entering [the 
research school], how often have you felt lonely or homesick?” In response to this 
question, five (7.04%) students answered “a great deal,” and seven (19.72%) of the 
students responded “a moderate amount.”  When comparing the BLC students with the 
non-learning community students, one (5.26%) of the BLC students responded “a great 
deal,” while six (11.54%) of the non-learning community students responded “a great 
deal.”  In addition, one (5.26%) of the BLC students and six (11.54%) of the non-learning 
community students responded “a moderate amount.”  In comparison, seven (36.84%) of 
the BLC students responded “occasionally,” while 16 (30.77%) non-learning community 
students responded in this fashion. When considering responses of “rarely” and “never” 
nine (47.37%) BLC students reported “rarely” and one (5.26%) reported “never,” while 
11 (21.15%) of the non-learning community students reported “rarely” and 15 (28.85%) 
reported “never.”   
Campus Environment and Experiences: How often students have felt isolated 
from campus life. In the next subset of questions for campus environment and 
experiences, students were asked to consider how often they felt isolated from campus 
life.  In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.03.  Given the 
score is less than 0.05, we reject the null hypothesis and see that the learning community 
and non-learning community students are different. 
Table 83 (Appendix D) shows responses to the question, “Since entering [the 
Research Site], how often have you felt isolated from campus?” In response to this 
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question, six (8.45%) students answered “a great deal,” and ten (14.08%) of the students 
responded “a moderate amount.”  When comparing the BLC students with the non-
learning community students, two (10.5%) of the BLC students responded “a great deal,” 
while four (7.69%) of the non-learning community students responded “A great deal.”  In 
addition, zero (0.0%) of the BLC students and ten (19.23%) of the non-learning 
community students responded “a moderate amount.”  In comparison, two (10.5%) of the 
BLC students responded “occasionally,” while eight (15.38%) non-learning community 
students responded in this fashion. When considering responses of “rarely” and “never” 
11 (57.9%) BLC students reported “rarely” and four (21.1%) reported “never,” while 12 
(23.08%) of the non-learning community students reported “rarely” and 18 (34.62%) 
reported “never.”   
Campus Environment and Experiences: How often students feel unsafe on 
campus. In the next subset of questions for campus environment and experiences, 
students were asked to consider how often they feel unsafe on campus.  In this question, 
the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.96.  Given the score is greater than 
0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis and see that the learning community and non-
learning community students are not different. 
Table 84 (Appendix D) shows responses to the question, “Since entering [the 
Research Site], how often have you felt unsafe on this campus?” In response to this 
question, four (5.63%) students answered “a great deal,” and six (8.45%) of the students 
responded “a moderate amount.”  When comparing the BLC students with the non-
learning community students, one (5.26%) of the BLC students responded “a great deal,” 
while three (5.77%) of the non-learning community students responded “a great deal.”  In 
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addition, one (5.26%) of the BLC students and five (9.62%) of the non-learning 
community students responded “a moderate amount.”  In comparison, three (15.79%) of 
the BLC students responded “occasionally,” while 11 (21.15%) non-learning community 
students responded in this fashion. When considering responses of “rarely” and “never,” 
nine (47.37%) BLC students reported “rarely” and five (26.32%) reported “never,” while 
22 (42.31%) of the non-learning community students reported “rarely” and 11 (21.15%) 
reported “never.”   
Campus Environment and Experiences: How often students felt depressed. In 
the next subset of questions for campus environment and experiences, students were 
asked to consider how often they felt depressed.  In this question, the sum of the p-values 
for Fisher’s Exact Test was 0.79.  Given the score is greater than 0.05, we fail to reject 
the null hypothesis and see that the learning community and non-learning community 
students are not different in how often they felt depressed. 
Responses to the question, “Since entering [the Research Site], how often have 
you felt unsafe on this campus” are detailed here. In response to this question, eight 
(11.43%) students answered “a great deal,” and eight (11.43%) of the students responded 
“a moderate amount.”  When comparing the BLC students with the non-learning 
community students, three (16.67%) of the BLC students responded “a great deal,” while 
five (9.62%) of the non-learning community students responded “a great deal.”  In 
addition, one (5.26%) of the BLC students and seven (13.46%) of the non-learning 
community students responded “a moderate amount.”  In comparison, five (27.78%) of 
the BLC students responded “occasionally,” while 10 (19.23%) non-learning community 
students responded in this fashion. When considering responses of “rarely” and “never,” 
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four (22.22%) BLC students reported “rarely” and five (27.78%) reported “never,” while 
sixteen (30.77%) of the non-learning community students reported “rarely” and thirteen 
(25.00%) reported “never.”  It should be noted; one (1.92%) non-learning community 
student selected “Choose not to answer”. 
Campus Environment and Experiences: Would you still enroll in the 
Business College?  In the next subset of questions for campus environment and 
experiences, students were asked to consider if they would still choose to enroll in the 
business college.  In this question, the sum of the p-values for Fisher’s Exact Test was 
0.72.  Given the score is greater than 0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis and see 
that the learning community and non-learning community students are not different. 
Table 88 (Appendix D) shows responses to the question, “If you could make your 
college choice over, would you still choose to enroll at [the Business College]?” The 
possible responses to this question were “definitely yes,” “probably yes,” “definitely 
not,” and “probably not.” On a percentage basis, 89.5% of learning community 
respondents answered either “definitely yes” or “probably yes,” in comparison to the 
non-learning community student responses, 82.69% of whom reported “definitely yes” or 
“probably yes.”  When considering the total population, 84.51% of students who 
completed the survey responded “definitely yes” or “probably yes,” with 14.08% of 
students reporting “probably not” or “definitely not.” Table 4.61 displays the frequency 
of responses comparing learning community to non-learning community students within 
this question. 
Brief Summary of Findings: Campus Environment and Experiences.  When 
considering the final subset of questions, focused on student perceptions of the campus 
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and environment and their experiences on campus, a significant difference between the 
BLC and the Non-BLC students was clear in one of the questions.  Table 22 highlights 
the question and shows the mean as well as the p-value. 
 
Table 22  
Summary of Statistically Significant Findings: Campus Environment and Experiences 
Question Values Response Name Mean p-value 
1. Since entering [the Research Site], how often have you felt: 
a. Isolated from 
campus life 
5 A great deal 
2.37 0.03 
 4 
A moderate 
amount 
 3 Occasionally 
 2 Rarely 
 1 Never 
 
 
Grade Point Average Analysis 
 The researcher performed a t-test for the Equality of Means on the cumulative 
grade point average score of the 483 non-BLC students and 23 BLC students in the total 
population.  The mean grade point average for the non-BLC students was a 2.98 while 
the mean grade point average for BLC students was a 3.34. In computing a t-test for the 
Equality of Means, a score of 0.04 was reached when analyzing these data.  This score 
shows a statistically significant difference between the two populations of third year 
students. 
Qualitative Results 
 Participants. All students from the BLC who were invited to participate in the 
quantitative portion of the study were invited to participate in the qualitative portion of 
the study.  This group was comprised of eight male students and 11 female students.  The 
students were invited to take part in the quantitative portion of the study via an email sent 
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from the researcher’s email account.  This invitation reminded students of the study goals 
and objectives, asked for their participation in a 30- to 45-minute interview with potential 
follow-up conversations. In addition, the invitation advised students that the interviews 
would be held in the researcher’s office, include five students, and be held at times 
convenient for the participants.  Timing of the interviews was a key aspect to the 
invitation, as the researcher was aware that approximately 50 percent of the invited 
participants were participating in internships during daytime hours.  Given the 
researcher’s deep interest in the thoughts and opinions of the learning community 
population, the researcher felt a strong need to accommodate the working schedules of 
the students.   
 The interviews were held in the researcher’s office housed within the business 
college of the Research Site.  The business college is in a centrally located area of 
campus and is conveniently located to the residence halls, dining hall, and public 
transportation.  The researcher’s office is located on the fifth floor of a 12-story building 
used almost exclusively by the business college.  In addition to its convenience, the 
researcher’s office was selected because it provided a location with a great degree of 
confidentiality for the students participating in the study. The office is bright and 
spacious with three large windows facing onto a major metropolitan street but is in a 
secure location, which after normal business hours can only be accessed by faculty and 
staff.  The temperature of the office is maintained within the office and, for the purpose 
of the interviews, was set at 71 degrees in order to ensure the comfort of the researcher 
and participants.  The seating arrangements for the interviews were set up in such a way 
that the researcher was on one side of a large L-shaped desk with the participants on the 
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other side of the desk.  On the participant’s side of the desk, there were three seats to 
choose from and each participant chose to sit in the middle seat.  Prior to the interviews, 
none of the participants had been to the office.  Fortunately, all of the participants found 
the office with little to no difficulty and all arrived prior to the start time of their 
respective interviews. 
 Within 48 hours of sending the invitation, seven potential participants had 
responded to the email asking to take part in the interview process.  Given this was a 
greater response rate than the researcher had expected and accounted for, the first five 
respondents were invited to take part in the study.  The final two respondents were 
notified, thanked for their interest in taking part in the study, and advised they were not 
selected to take part given that only five respondents were needed.   
The five students who took part in the qualitative portion of the study included 
four females and one male.  Each student was individually emailed and asked to provide 
days and times when they were available to participate in the interviews.  Ultimately, all 
interviews were held within two weeks of the invitation and all were held in the early 
evening hours during the normal workweek and completed prior to 8:30pm. At the start 
of each interview, the participants were asked for permission to record the audio portion 
of the interview. All participants agreed to this request.  The recordings were made on a 
handheld digital recording device.  After each interview, the researcher downloaded the 
audio file to his work computer at the Research Site and deleted the files from the audio 
device.  In addition, the audio files were uploaded to a password-protected online 
learning management system, BlackBoard. 
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The researcher used Table 23 order to identify each of the interview participants 
as well as to protect each participant’s anonymity. 
 
 
Table 23  
Interviewee Classifications 
Identifier Gender Domestic or International 
Interviewee #1 Male Domestic 
Interviewee #2 Female Domestic 
Interviewee #3 Female Domestic 
Interviewee #4 Female Domestic 
Interviewee #5 Female International 
 
Interviewee #1 entered the Research Site having scored 630 and 580 on the math 
and verbal portions of the SAT, respectively, for a total score of 1210.  His GPA at the 
time of the interviews was a 3.60/4.00 after completing 90 of 180 required credit hours.  
His high school class rank was 35/229 and he is from the northeastern region of the 
United States.  His financial aid package includes an expected family contribution (EFC) 
of approximately $16,000 per year.  He is an outgoing young man who was quite 
comfortable in the interview setting and was eager to provide his thoughts and insights.  
In addition, he is active in Greek life at the Research Site and serves as an officer in his 
fraternity. 
 Interviewee #2 entered the Research Site having scored 560 and 530 on the math 
and verbal portions of the SAT, respectively, for a total score of 1090, the lowest of the 
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five interview participants.  Her grade point average at the time of the interview was a 
2.57/4.00 after completing 93.5 credits of 180 required credit hours.  This student has 
completed the most credit hours of any of the students who took part in the interviews for 
this study.  Her high school class rank was 405/1001.  Her financial aid package includes 
an EFC of approximately $66,000 per year.  Interviewee #2 is a well-networked and 
engaged student within both the BCLU, and she is involved in multiple student 
organizations. 
 Interviewee #3 scored 720 and 670 on the math and verbal portions of the SAT, 
respectively, for a total score of 1390, the highest of the interview participants.  Her grade 
point average at the time of the interview was a 3.97/4.00, the highest of all the interview 
participants.  At the time of the interview, she had completed 82 of 180 required credit 
hours.  Her high school class rank was 3/186.  Her financial aid package included an EFC 
of $78,456 per year, the highest of all interview participants.  Interviewee #3 is a 
professional, “no nonsense” student and leader.  
 Interviewee #4 scored 620 and 580 on the math and verbal portions of the SAT, 
respectively, for a total score of 1200.  Her grade point average at the time of the 
interview was 3.87/4.00.  At the time of the interview, she had completed 82 of 180 
required credit hours.  Her high school class rank was 67/516.  Her financial aid package 
includes an EFC of approximately $3,100 per year.  Interviewee #4 is a bright and 
communicative young woman; she is focused on determining the best career path for 
herself.  She has sought advice and guidance from the researcher in the past, and the two 
have developed a strong mentor/mentee relationship. 
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Interviewee #5 is an international student.  She scored 770 and 510 on the math 
and verbal portions of the SAT, respectively, for a total score of 1280.  Her GPA at the 
time of the interviews was 3.94/4.00, the second highest of all the interviewees.  Her high 
school class rank was not provided in the documentation available to the researcher.  Her 
financial aid package includes an EFC of $0 per year.  Interviewee #5 has developed a 
clearer understanding of the English language and continues to learn about the language 
of business in the United States. 
 Individuals who met the criteria to be included in the BLC population of the study 
were invited to participate in the interview process.  Participants who were selected for 
the interviews responded to the nine-question protocol provided below: 
1. If you think about your first term as a member of the Business Learning 
Community, what do you remember most about that experience? 
2. Do you think the BLC helped you to complete your first term at [the Research 
Site], and if so, what was it about the BLC that was most helpful? And if it did not 
help you, what do you think could be done to change that? 
3. Do you think the BLC will help you to graduate from [the Research Site], and if 
so, what experiences, skills, or knowledge do you find most helpful? And if it was 
not helpful, could you explain why? 
4. Did you connect with any of the BLC faculty and/or staff? Did these connections 
help you with your studies in your first year, and if so, how do you feel they 
helped? 
5. Are you still connected with faculty and/or staff, and do you think these 
connections help you with your studies? 
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6. If you had to pick one part of the BLC that was most helpful in your first year at 
[the Research Site], what would it be and why? 
7. Are there benefits to your current academics at [the Research Site] that you would 
connect back to your time at the BLC, and if so, what are they? 
8. Do you think your experience in the BLC helped you to develop leadership skills, 
and if so, could you talk a little about that? 
9. What have we not covered today that you would like to tell me about your BLC 
experience to date and its effect on your success here at [the Research Site]? 
A discussion of the findings from the interview portion of the study follows here.  
A number of common themes emerged from the interviews and the coding process.  The 
findings indicate a high value placed by the interviewees on building meaningful 
relationships with faculty & staff, the importance of community in the BLC, the 
importance of social events to build camaraderie, deep friendships forged as a result of 
BLC membership and leadership development.  These common themes were mentioned 
and emphasized repeatedly by each of the interviewees throughout the nine-question 
protocol.   
Table 24  
Student Interview Comments and Frequency by Question 
Questions: Students’ Perceptions 
of the BLC 
Frequency Comments 
If you think about your first term 
as a member of the Business 
Learning Community, what do 
you remember most about that 
experience? 
2 
4 
4 
Making new friends 
Community building 
Social events 
Do you think the BLC helped 
you to complete your first term 
at the research site, and if so, 
what was it about the BLC that 
3 
 2 
Definitely helped 
Provided support needed 
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was most helpful? And if it did 
not help you, what do you think 
could be done to change that? 
2 
1 
Sense of community 
Helped do better than would 
have 
Do you think the BLC will help 
you to graduate from the 
research site, and if so, what 
experiences, skills or knowledge 
do you find most helpful? And if 
it was not helpful, could you 
explain why? 
2 
2 
2 
 
1 
 
Would have graduated 
regardless 
Developed basic business skills 
Importance faculty and staff 
relationships 
Leadership & social skill 
development 
Did you connect with any of the 
BLC faculty and/or staff? Did 
these connections help you with 
your studies in your first year, 
and if so, how do you feel they 
helped? 
5 Yes 
If you had to pick one part of the 
BLC that was most helpful in 
your first year at the research 
site, what would it be a why? 
3 
3 
1 
Friendships & social activities 
Community 
Academics 
Are there benefits to your 
current academics at the research 
site that you would connect back 
to your time at the BLC, and if 
so, what are they? 
1 
1 
1 
A positive domino effect 
Leadership 
Social Activities 
Do you think your experience in 
the BLC helped you to develop 
leadership skills, and if so, could 
you talk a little about that? 
4 
1 
1 
 1 
Leadership skills 
Personal achievement 
Importance of staff mentors 
Engagement with the College 
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Figure 4. Key BLC members' perceptions. 
Figure 4 above provides a graphical representation of the themes emerging from 
the interviews.  The researcher utilized NVivo, a qualitative research program.  In order 
to analyze the data using NVivo, the researcher first imported each of the interview 
transcripts, created nodes for each of the participants, coded the themes that emerged and 
summarized the research findings.  Frequency analysis was utilized to quantify the 
coding results. Discussions of the findings from the interviews for the study follow.  The 
findings were guided by the nine previously discussed interview questions and provide 
details and themes that are significant to this part of the study. 
Question 1: If you think about your first term as a member of the Business 
Learning Community, what do you remember most about that experience? 
This initial question sought to ground the conversation with each of the 
interviewees and help each participant feel comfortable providing responses to the 
interviewer.  A common theme in response to question one centered on “Community” 
and the relative ease students had in meeting new people.  The students interviewed 
discuss the relative ease with which they met new people, fellow students and staff 
Key perceptions 
of BLC students 
towards 
academic 
achievement and 
engagement
Building 
meaningful 
relationships 
with faculty & 
staff
The importance 
of social events 
to build 
camaraderie
The importance 
of community in 
the BLC
Deep friendships 
forged as a result 
of membership 
in the BLC
Leadership 
Development
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members within the first few hours of arriving on campus.  Interviewee # 1 mentioned, “I 
met probably just a bunch of people, 30 or 40 people all in one day.”  In similar fashion, 
Interviewee #3 stated what she recalls most from her first term in the BLC “is the people 
I met, because I would not be where I am today without all of those people.”  Interviewee 
#4 mentioned, “I guess in coming in, it was the immediate friendships.”  Interviewee #4 
continued, “So, not only were they your classmates, you felt that kind of comfort, but that 
they could be your friends for a while.”  The building of these long term, meaningful 
relationships was a foundation towards the success of the learning community to connect 
with each other quickly. 
 In addition to the sense of community BLC students felt within their first term, 
interviewees also discussed the social activities that were part of the BLC during their 
first term.  These activities, as one interviewee recalled, helped establish relationships 
that were strengthened throughout their time in the BLC.  Social activities, initially made 
up of team-building activities, formed many of the social aspects of the community that 
students remember the most.  As Interviewee #4 mentioned, “I guess doing activities with 
the, I think it was the ropes course, got us to know people really well right away.”  
Providing students with structured social opportunities where all students took part 
guided the sense of community and camaraderie students found within the experience of 
being in the learning community. 
Question 2: Do you think the BLC helped you to complete your first term at [the 
Research Site], and if so, what was it about the BLC that was most helpful? And if it did 
not help you, what do you think could be done to change that? 
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 This question followed up on the responses from question one with students 
continuing to think about the value of community within their academics in their first 
term of study in the business college.  Interviewee #1 commented, “It definitely helped 
me do better than I would have.  And, had I been doing poorly, I could have lost financial 
aid or scholarships.”  Adding onto his comments, Interviewee #1 continued, “Studying in 
groups is always easier, at least for me.”  The theme of academics and community 
blending together continued as Interviewee #2 stated, “I think it definitely did, because it 
gave a sense of community.”  She continued by reaffirming the ties between social 
groups and academics, saying, “I don’t know what I would have done if I wasn’t in the 
BLC; like, I don’t know how things would have turned out and if they would have turned 
out, like, as good as they did.”  Interviewee #5 provided an international student’s 
perspective by commenting, “Personally, I was new to this whole, like, American system, 
so I didn’t know many things. And by having, like, American friends in the BLC who 
were also Business majors, they could help me.”  She continued by saying, “I think they 
gave me good advice.” 
 Considering the always-on, 24/7 culture that many traditional residential 
undergraduate students follow, the comment below remains consistent with this theme 
and highlights the ability of the learning community to forge relationships, translating to 
academic achievement as well: “If you were doing a math problem at 11:00 at night 
before it was due at 12:00, so there was 20 people in the hallway.  So, everyone got 
together and got it done.  So, that’s what kind of got me through” (Interviewee #4). 
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Question 3:  Do you think the BLC will help you to graduate from [the Research 
Site], and if so, what experiences, skills or knowledge do you find most helpful? And if it 
was not helpful, could you explain why? 
 Considering the previous strong ties to academics, the ability of the learning 
community to aide in helping them graduate was an extension of the previous line of 
questioning.  Interviewee #4 clearly stated, “I think that it will definitely help me 
graduate from [the Research Site].”  Other interviewees were not as strongly in favor of 
the BLC helping them towards graduation.  Interviewee #3 commented, “I feel like I 
could have done the academics on my own without the BLC.”   Interviewee #1 responded 
in a similar fashion, noting, “I’d say that I probably would have graduated from [the 
Research Site] regardless of having been in the BLC or not.” 
  However, a common theme towards helping BLC students graduate emerged as 
being the importance of faculty and staff relationships.  This theme was consistent 
through all five interviews and was best captured by Interviewee #3, who stated, “Having 
a system of advisors […] having people that you know you can go to who actually know 
what they’re doing because you really don’t, although you like to pretend you do. Yeah, 
as far as class work goes, it was super helpful to have all those people in your courses.” 
 Another theme discussed by two of the five interviewees centered on the 
importance of networking and the power of networking with faculty and professionals in 
the field.  Interviewee #2 felt she would likely graduate with or without being in the 
BLC; however, “I think that just, like, the basic, like, business skills that we learned, like 
networking, and the importance of so many different business aspects that we learned in 
the BLC” will help her be successful. 
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Question 4:  Did you connect with any of the BLC faculty and/or staff? Did these 
connections help you with your studies in your first year, and if so, how do you feel they 
helped? 
 Each of the five students participating in the interview portion of the study 
discussed the bonds and relationships they formed with various faculty and staff during 
BLC participation.  The most widely recognized staff members mentioned are the current 
associate director of undergraduate programs (Staff Member 1) as well as the current 
director of the BLC (Staff Member 2). Both of these higher education professionals spend 
a significant amount of time working closely with students in the BLC in an effort to help 
the students engage in different college-wide organizations and events, but also to help 
students successfully transition to college. 
 Interviewee #1 discussed the value the previously mentioned staff brings to the 
BLC: “The BLC students are always the ones who come out as leaders. And I think that’s 
just because of our relationship with [Staff Member 1] and, at least for me [Staff Member 
2].”  Interviewee #2 continued this theme, saying, “I’m definitely, like, close with [Staff 
Member 2], like not even, like, on, like, a business level, but like a personal level.”  She 
further reiterated the level of interest and concern display by the staff member, saying, 
“He helped me get my co-op that I am in now, that I’m like, in love with. He always 
checks up on me. He always, like, asks, like, how I’m doing.”  Finally, Interviewee #4 
expanded the theme by commenting, “They kind of gave advice along the way with not 
only what classes to take or how to get through their own class or a different class, but, 
you know, where to take the rest of my five years and the rest of my life.”  This level of 
interest and concern for first-year undergraduate students seemed to help students feel 
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like a part of the campus community and reassured them that someone continues to look 
out for them. 
Question 5: Are you still connected with faculty and/or staff, and do you think 
these connections help you with your studies? 
 When thinking about the connection with faculty, Interviewee #4 summed up the 
opinions of all five participants by saying, “Professor (#1) kind of got me, and was like a 
dad I would say, also not only recommendations, but you know, trying to figure out what 
major to choose and things of such. He met up with me at lunch, like on his own time in 
the summer to do that, which was nice.”   When thinking about the continuing 
relationship Interviewee #1 has with Staff Member #2, the interviewee commented, 
“Whenever I’m having a bad day I can always go and see him; he’ll cheer me up.”  
Interviewee #1 concluded this question by saying,  
[H]aving these connections still currently with these people has benefited me 
greatly, just because, yes, I was close with them my freshman year, but the fact 
that I’ve been able to maintain a relationship with them, and I can still have that 
professional relationship […] it just benefits me in, like, a lot of ways. 
Question 6: If you had to pick one part of the BLC that was most helpful in your 
first year at [the Research Site], what would it be and why? 
The themes of access to social activities and community-building were evident in 
all five interview participants’ responses.  Meeting new friends right away as well as 
spending time together socially were clear benefits that two participants raised as well.  
Interviewee #2 commented on the community aspect of the BLC by saying, “I think it 
gave me, I don’t want to sound, like, cheesy and say, like, lifelong friends, but I think, 
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like I said, the sense of community really helped me to grow and foster relationships.”  
She expanding on potential next steps of a community-building endeavor by 
commenting, “Even now, I’m going into my fourth year soon, my friends that I lived next 
door to in the BLC, like, we’re still best friends.” In considering the strengths and the 
weaknesses of having students live together, take classes together, and attend community 
service and professional development events together, one might expect ups and downs 
along the way.  As noted by Interviewee #3, these things happened with the BLC students 
as well.  She stated, “You see the good, the bad, the ugly, the really ugly, the extremely 
terrible times, but you’re all in it together and you know that you still have to be there for 
each other and you kind of always will be. And yeah, I think that’s extremely beneficial 
for [the BLC].” 
 Interviewee #4 continued her thoughts of the BLC’s value in making lasting 
friendships by saying, “Definitely I guess the friendships, the general, like, connection of 
people. Cause you don’t get that in a normal dorm setting. You don’t really know the 
person next to you besides that they’re your neighbor.” 
Question 7: Are there benefits to your current academics at [the Research Site] 
that you would connect back to your time at the BLC, and if so, what are they? 
 A connection back to the academic foundation forged while in the BLC as well as 
a connection to the Business College was clearly evident within the interview responses.  
Interviewee #5 captured this theme by saying, “I think that being part of the BLC, I was 
more connected to the advisors and to different professors in the business school.”  
Interviewee #4 continued the theme by stating, “Well, I think that with the BLC, it was 
the foundation to everything that I’m doing now … being in a class with people who kind 
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of encouraged me to, you know do my best, even with professors that wanted us to strive 
to do our best.”  Interviewee #1 summed the responses up well by saying,  
It’s all a domino effect. If I hadn’t been in the Learning Community, I wouldn’t 
have met the people that convinced me to join a fraternity. I wouldn’t have met 
the people that, you know, nominated me for the Dean’s Student Advisory Board 
or to be a TA (Teaching Assistant).  Had I never joined the Learning Community, 
I feel like everything…I may have still liked it here, I may not have still liked it 
here, but none of it would have been the same. I don’t think it would have been 
this good. It was just the right domino to kick over to set everything in motion. 
Question 8:  Do you think your experience in the BLC helped you to develop 
leadership skills, and if so, could you talk a little about that? 
 Developing the next leaders in business and industry is something the Business 
College has discussed as an objective moving forward.  Interviewee #2 captured this goal 
and the results when she stated, “I feel like the BLC really taught me leadership, like, at 
its finest. Yeah, definitely just being a leader and also being able to follow when you 
need to is definitely something that I learned and I’ll use forever.”  Continuing on the 
theme of leadership and what leadership might look like as students move forward in 
their academic and professional careers, Interviewee #1 commented, “The BLC taught 
me what it is to be a leader.  And if not for that, I don’t know that I would have ever 
decided to become the Treasurer of my fraternity, which means I would have never 
decided to become the Vice President of my fraternity.” 
 Interviewee #4 confirmed the comments of the other four interviewees by stating, 
“It definitely did help me develop leadership skills, just because I guess it was pushed to 
A PROGRAM EVALUATION: EXAMINING THE EFFECT OF A RESIDENTIAL 
BUSINESS LEARNING COMMUNITY  
 
 
147 
the BLC, we’re great students and that we could strive to do things, and we all kind of 
had each other to encourage each other, I would say, to take on leadership tasks.” 
Question #9:  What have we not covered today that you would like to tell me 
about your BLC experience to date, and its effect on your success here at [the Research 
Site]? 
 When considering other aspects of the BLC, two students’ comments on the 
BLC’s social aspects and the value of those aspects stand out:   
Socially, it is a great experience to just have friends and have a set group of 
friends from the start, ‘cause everyone struggles in college – coming in, trying to 
figure out who they are and where they belong. But the fact that you can walk in 
to a learning community and have people who are thinking the same way or on 
the same level as you and know that you were chosen for the same opportunity 
just has a bonding experience right away and then you know it’s going to last. 
(Interviewee #4)  
Interviewee #3 also confirmed the benefits of the social aspects of the BLC, stating,  
I was just out to dinner with all of them. Like, it’s just a really neat, it’s a really 
neat network of people and I think it’s really important to form those relationships 
as early on as possible in college because no one is telling you what time to go to 
something, to go to your class, what to do, when to do it.   
This social and, in some ways, familial support appears to be a differentiating 
factor within the learning community, which appears through the students, staff, and 
faculty.  Interviewee #4 might have said it best by saying,  
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Until this day, I’m friends with the same group of people. We talk all the time in 
our group chat. We hang out all the time, whether it’s helping each other with 
class work and school work … life decisions in general, you know what to do. So 
I think besides beyond how it helps you academically, it does also help you 
socially. It kind of helps you figure out … where you want to go. 
Summary 
The following research and evaluation questions were central to this study:  
1. How does participation in a first-year business learning community at an urban 
research university contribute to the academic success and university engagement 
of students in their third year of undergraduate study?  
o Product: To what extent do students perceive academic achievement, 
retention, and engagement to be attributable to their participation in the 
business learning community? 
o Product: To what extent have third-year student outcomes been impacted 
by their participation or non-participation in the learning community? 
o Product: To what extent do students who participated in a university’s 
freshman learning community have significantly different rates of 
retention and engagement than their respective stand-
alone counterparts two years following learning community participation? 
o Process: How did students’ perceptions reported on survey data indicate 
that participation in a freshman learning community experience was 
inherently more or less satisfying than what students had experienced in 
stand-alone courses? 
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2. To what extent does participation in a freshman learning community result in the 
same or better grades for cohort students than for those in respective stand-alone 
course comparison groups two years following learning community participation? 
o Product: Is there a significant relationship between students’ academic 
achievement (GPA) in high school and their participation or non-
participation in a freshman learning community?  
3. How was the first-year business learning community implemented as designed to 
achieve intended and unintended outcomes?   
o Process: How are the components of the learning community currently 
being implemented at the Research Site’s business school? 
o Process: What factors serve to facilitate implementation? 
Chapter 4 set out to discuss the findings of this mixed-methods study, beginning 
with quantitative data and ending with qualitative responses.  Seventy-one sydents in 
their third year of study at the business college completed a survey to evaluate multiple 
aspects of their college experience. The researcher highlighted survey questions within 
the following four main components of the quantitative survey instrument: Academic 
Environment and Challenge, Learning and Interacting with Peers, Interacting with 
Faculty and Staff, and Campus Environment and Experiences.  Within each of the four 
categories, the researcher discussed and highlighted the responses to each question within 
the category, individually and summarily highlighting and discussing the statistically 
significant differences between the two populations.  Through this analysis, the 
researcher provided a sense of the student-perceived differences between learning 
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community and non-learning community students and detailed the statistically significant 
findings.  
 The qualitative portion of Chapter 4 detailed a nine-question interview protocol 
and five interview participants’ responses.  This portion of the study also provided rich 
detail regarding the location of the interviews and the backgrounds of each of the 
interview participants.  Lessons learned from both the qualitative and quantitative data 
will be detailed in Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 5: Interpretation, Conclusions, and Recommended Actionable Solution 
Interpretation of Findings and Results 
 The implications for high-touch and high-impact programs like a residential first-
year learning community are far-reaching.  This study demonstrates that experiential and 
active learning, as well as both planned and spontaneous events, provide rich benefits to 
students at the undergraduate level.  These points have practical application benefits for 
higher-education institutions.  The researcher will discuss the key outcomes and provide 
suggestions for interpreting the findings within each of the four focus areas of the study, 
Academic Environment and Challenge, Learning and Interacting with Peers, Interacting 
with Faculty and Staff, and Campus Environment and Experiences.  In addition, the 
following section will highlight factors that affect positive academic achievement. 
Learning and Interacting with Peers 
While the study did not reveal a causal relationship between students’ learning-
community participation and their GPAs or a link between high-school and learning-
community performance, it does point towards students’ increased awareness of their 
own leadership abilities as compared to similar students.  The positive difference between 
BLC students’ and non-learning community students’ sense of leadership provides an 
interesting perspective and a possible avenue for future research.  Going forward, it may 
be important to measure the relative success of BLC students versus non-learning 
community students as they move into early or mid-professional careers.  The following 
question provides an excellent avenue for further research on the topic: Does a student’s 
awareness of his or her own leadership ability and preparation for leadership translate to 
increased job satisfaction, salary, and/or upward professional mobility?   
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 Learning communities may also provide the impetus for colleges and universities 
to build students’ cultural awareness and openness towards other cultures.  BLC students 
in this study demonstrated significantly greater knowledge of people from other cultures 
than non-learning community students; they also demonstrated having increased 
opportunities to share their feelings with someone of a race or culture different from their 
own. As the business world continues to globalize, a deeper understanding of global 
challenges and complexities will likely become prerequisites for business students and 
young professionals.  In addition, providing undergraduate students the opportunity to 
build relationships with classmates from other cultures opens all students’ eyes to the 
diverse and vibrant world of which they are a part. 
 In addition to sharing feelings with students of other cultures, BLC students were 
also found to receive advice and counseling from peers at a significantly higher rate than 
non-learning community students.  One of the ten key areas in the College Success Factor 
Index is being involved in college and developing strong bonds with fellow students.  
The process students go through to determine their individual identities contributes to 
determining what Cummins (2008) calls “the extent to which students will engage 
academically and gain access to the academic register of schooling” (p. 76). Hatakka 
(2012) also explains that this self-realization process results in the “level of academic and 
social interaction” (p. 260) they will enter into as they begin their academic journey. 
 Finally, BLC students reported significant differences in the number of 
interactions they had with upperclassman mentors than did the non-learning community 
sample.  The researcher hypothesizes that this increased access to seeing upperclassmen 
in leadership and mentoring roles encouraged BLC students to want to lead and mentor as 
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they became upperclassmen.  This desire may have led to the increased leadership-
associated ratings BLC students gave themselves.  According to the BCLU faculty 
member responsible for interviewing and recruiting BUSN 101 Teaching Assistants and 
peer leaders, “a lot of students interested in these leadership roles come from the 
Business Learning Community.”  
Academic Environment & Challenge 
Continuing along the theme of expanding undergraduate students’ cultural 
awareness and openness, BLC students reported a significantly higher understanding of 
global issues than their non-learning community peers.  This finding points to an 
advantage of the learning community, given that both populations take the same required 
coursework; there is a potential linkage with the BLC students’ social interactions and 
casual and academic conversations have with their international classmates.   
In addition to a perceived better understanding of global issues, the learning 
community students reported significantly higher perceptions of their creative thinking 
skills, leadership abilities, and study skills.  Decision-making in business today, whether 
by formal or informal leaders, will require unconventional and “out of the box” thinking.  
Business leaders today are faced with a multitude of problems and are backed by limited 
resources and information highlighting the critical importance of creative thinking and 
problem-solving skills (Butler, 2010).  Based on the challenges faced by leaders today 
and the demands placed on them related to solving problems in a resource strained 
environment, the researcher feels the skills of creative thinking, leadership and study 
skills will aide current undergraduate students in their quest to be successful leaders in 
the business community. 
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 As stated previously, the cumulative GPAs of BLC and non-BLC students was 
not significant; however, BLC students’ perceptions of their own study skills were 
significantly higher than those of the non-learning community population. BLC students’ 
positive perceptions of their own abilities could be aided by the students’ increased peer 
interactions and the opportunity to learn from each other within a close-knit social and 
academic environment. 
Interactions with Faculty and Staff  
The BLC students reported a significant difference from non-learning community 
students in their perceptions of the amount of time they spent with BCLU academic 
advisors, which could provide a key takeaway from this study, as these students are 
required to meet with their academic advisors multiple times each academic term.  This 
finding is in stark comparison to the non-learning community students, who are not 
required to meet with their advisors.  BLC students reported building relationships with 
their academic advisor, whereas non-learning community students may have simply met 
their advisors to perform transactional tasks like scheduling for classes or exploring 
options for selecting a major.  While these transactional meetings are beneficial on 
certain levels, the researcher believes relationship-building within advising helps connect 
the BCLU with a larger faction of its undergraduate population. 
 In addition to the advising component, BLC students demonstrated a significantly 
higher perception of faculty interactions than their non-learning community peers.  BLC 
students felt faculty encouraged them to ask questions and participate, empowering them 
to learn and believe in their own potential to succeed academically at a more significant 
rate than their non-learning community peers.  The researcher believes that as students 
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feel more comfortable with their professors, in the classroom and beyond, they become 
more at ease asking clarifying questions to better aide in knowledge transfer and 
acquisition. 
Campus Environment and Experiences 
One specific area within the Campus Environment and Experiences category is 
worth additional discussion. BLC students reported feeling less isolated from campus life 
than their non-learning community peers.  This finding may have resulted from the 
connectedness BLC students felt towards the BCLU and the university at-large as a result 
of the professional development and college-related events they were required to attend.  
In addition, it is important to note that the social connections that students make on 
campus increase their likelihood of staying in school (Tinto, 1997). 
Conclusion and Recommendations 
This research and evaluation study set out to investigate three central research 
questions surrounding the engagement and academic achievement of students living in a 
first-year residential business learning community.  The study’s mixed-methods approach 
informed the research by providing quantitative survey data from both learning 
community and non-learning community students.  The data point to 16 elements where 
the learning community students at the Research Site provided significantly different 
responses from their non-learning community peers. 
The study’s qualitative portion further informed the research and provided student 
perception data to discuss engagement and academic success.  Within the study’s 
constraints, learning-community participation contributed to BLC students’ academic 
success as a result of enhanced engagement within the college and university setting.  
A PROGRAM EVALUATION: EXAMINING THE EFFECT OF A RESIDENTIAL 
BUSINESS LEARNING COMMUNITY  
 
 
156 
BLC students perceived themselves as possessing advanced study and leadership skills 
beyond that of their non-learning community peers; however, more influential to the 
researcher was the BLC students’ feelings about their leadership abilities.  This 
leadership potential and desire has resulted in students’ increased interest in and 
engagement with the Research Site.  However, based on the study’s qualitative portion, 
the majority of students taking part in the interviews felt they would have been successful 
without the learning community. In addition, 84.51% of students surveyed responded that 
they would “definitely” or “probably” have chosen the Research Site for their 
undergraduate education institution; there was not a significant difference between the 
two populations.  These data indicate students’ overall satisfaction with their experience 
at the Research Site to date. 
Additionally, an analysis of GPAs and SAT scores for both populations revealed 
that BLC and non-learning community students performed equally well; there was not a 
significant difference between the two groups.  This similarity could be attributed to the 
Research Site’s acceptance standards, as well as a self-selection bias within the BLC 
population.  While the BLC did not appear to result in a significant increase in students’ 
cumulative GPAs, student perceptions of their learning community experience indicated 
higher levels of peer-to-peer engagement.  This increased level of engagement points to 
BLC students’ more positive experiences with the Research Site and could result in 
added value to the university further down the student’s lifecycle, namely when they 
become alumni. 
Reflecting on the BLC’s goals, as cited in earlier chapters of this study, it is clear 
that the BLC is being implemented with fidelity to its design and is achieving important 
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goals and objectives.  Further research is warranted around the areas of leadership 
potential and professional success of alumni of the Business Learning Community.  In 
addition, research investigating the patterns of alumni giving to the institution should be 
compared between the two populations.  This area of research could shed light on the 
further return on learning communities’ investment. 
As a part of the BLC’s continuous improvement, ongoing evaluations should be 
conducted to improve perceived and less visible outcomes, as well as the overall 
effectiveness of the program moving forward.  The faculty and staff who have direct 
contact with BLC students should enter into a training and development program to 
further their knowledge and understanding of student engagement and retention 
challenges within higher education.  Academic advising should be viewed with increased 
importance for all students within the Research Site.  As evidenced by the significant 
difference in interactions with academic advising between the two study populations, a 
movement towards bringing all students into relationship with their academic advisor is 
of great importance moving forward.  It is also important for undergraduate advising to 
continue moving towards a relationship-focused advising model rather than a 
transactional one. 
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Appendix B: Statement of Informed Consent 
University Engagement and Academic Achievement Consent Form - Interview 
You are being asked to take part in a research study of how college students perceive 
their engagement and academic achievement during their undergraduate studies in the 
LeBow College of Business.  Please read this form carefully and ask any questions you 
may have before agreeing to take part in the study. 
What we will ask you to do:  If you agree to be in this study, we will conduct an 
interview with you.  The interview will include questions about your studies at LeBow as 
well as your activities outside of the classroom including your social and leisure 
activities.  The interview will last approximately thirty (30) minutes to complete.  With 
your permission, we would also like to record the audio portion of the interview. 
Risk & benefits: We do not anticipate any risks to you participating in this study. There 
are no benefits to you.  LeBow offers a unique learning environment and we hope to 
learn more about the student experience. 
Your answers will be confidential.  The records of this study will be kept private. In any 
sort of report we make public we will not include any information that will make it 
possible to identify you. Research records will be kept in a locked file; only the 
researchers will have access to the records. If we record the interview, we will destroy the 
tape after it has been transcribed, which we anticipate will be within two months of its 
recording. 
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Taking part is voluntary: Taking part in this study is completely voluntary. You may skip 
any questions that you do not want to answer. If you decide not to take part or to skip 
some of the questions, it will not affect your current or future relationship with LeBow or 
Drexel University. If you decide to take part, you are free to withdraw at any time. 
If you have questions: The researchers conducting this study are Dr. Joyce Pittman and 
Chris Finnin.  Please ask any questions you have now.  If you have questions later, you 
may contact Dr. Pittman at joyce.a.pittman@drexel.edu.  You may reach Chris Finnin at 
chris@drexel.edu 
You will be given a copy of this form to keep for your records. 
Statement of Consent: I have read the above information, and have received answers to 
any questions I asked. I consent to take part in the study. 
Your Signature ____________________________Date ________________________ 
Your Name (printed) _____________________________________________________ 
In addition to agreeing to participate, I also consent to having the interview recorded. 
Your Signature ____________________________ Date _________________________ 
Signature of person obtaining consent __________________________ Date __________ 
Printed name of person obtaining consent _______________________Date________ 
This consent form will be kept by the researcher for at least three years beyond the end of 
the study. 
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University Engagement and Academic Achievement Consent Form - Survey 
You are being asked to take part in a research study of how college students perceive 
their engagement and academic achievement during their undergraduate studies in the 
LeBow College of Business.  Please read this form carefully and ask any questions you 
may have before agreeing to take part in the study. 
What we will ask you to do:  If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to 
complete the following survey.  The survey will include questions about your studies at 
LeBow as well as your activities outside of the classroom including your social and 
leisure activities.  The survey will take approximately fifteen (15) minutes to complete 
Risk & benefits: We do not anticipate any risks to you participating in this study. There 
are no benefits to you.  LeBow offers a unique learning environment and we hope to 
learn more about the student experience. 
Your answers will be confidential.  The records of this study will be kept private. In any 
sort of report we make public we will not include any information that will make it 
possible to identify you. Research records will be kept in a locked file; only the 
researchers will have access to the records. 
Taking part is voluntary: Taking part in this study is completely voluntary. You may 
skip any questions that you do not want to answer. If you decide not to take part or to 
skip some of the questions, it will not affect your current or future relationship with 
LeBow or Drexel University. If you decide to take part, you are free to withdraw at any 
time. 
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If you have questions: The researchers conducting this study are Dr. Joyce Pittman and 
Chris Finnin.  Please ask any questions you have now.  If you have questions later, you 
may contact Dr. Pittman at joyce.a.pittman@drexel.edu.  You may reach Chris Finnin at 
chris@drexel.edu 
Statement of Consent: I have read the above information, and have received answers to 
any questions I asked. I consent to take part in the study. 
Your Initials ______________________________ Date ________________________ 
Your Name____________________________________________________________ 
This consent form will be kept by the researcher for at least three years beyond the end of 
the study. 
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Appendix C: Face-to-Face Interview Protocol 
Part I: Introduction 
Instructions: 
Good evening.  Thank you very much for taking time out of your evening and 
your studies to take part in this interview.  The purpose of the interview is to get your 
perceptions surrounding your experiences in the Business Learning Community (BLC) 
and how those experiences may affect your grades at Drexel University and ultimately 
your graduating from Drexel University.  There are no right or wrong or desirable or 
undesirable answers.  I would like you to feel comfortable saying what you really think 
about the BLC and its place in your academic success and tell me how you really feel.  I 
anticipate the interview will last between 25 and 40 minutes and it contains six major 
questions. 
Taking part in this study is completely voluntary. You may skip any questions 
that you do not want to answer. If you decide not to take part or to skip some of the 
questions, it will not affect your current or future relationship with LeBow or Drexel 
University. If you decide to take part, you are free to withdraw at any time. 
Recording Instructions: 
If it is OK with you, I will be recording our conversation this evening.  The reason 
for me to record this is so that I can get all of the details surrounding our conversation but 
also to allow me to be more attentive to you and your responses.  Everything we say here 
will remain confidential.  I will be using the information during our conversation and 
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other similar conversations for work I am completing towards my doctoral degree here at 
Drexel University. 
Part II: Interview questions and notes 
1. Think about your first term as a member of the Business Learning Community 
(BLC).  What do you remember about that experience? 
2. Do you think the BLC helped you to complete your first term at Drexel 
University?  If so, what was it about the BLC that was most helpful?  Not helpful? 
3. Do you think the BLC will help you graduate from Drexel University?  If so, what 
experiences, skills, or knowledge do you find most helpful?  Not helpful? 
4. Did you connect with any of the BLC faculty and/or staff?  Did these connections 
help you with your studies in your first year?  If so, how do you feel they helped? 
5. Are you still connected with any of the BLC faculty and/or staff?  Do these 
connections help you with your studies?  If so, how do you feel they help? 
6. If you had to pick one part of the BLC that was most helpful in your first year at 
Drexel University, what would it be and why? 
7. Are there benefits to your current academics at Drexel which you would connect 
back to your time in the BLC? 
8. What have we not covered today that you would like to tell me about your BLC 
experience to date and its effect on your success at Drexel University? 
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Appendix D: Result Tables 
Table 25  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Asking Questions in Class 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 3 
(15.59%) 
5 
(9.62%) 
8 
(11.27%) 
 
A moderate amount 6 
(31.58%) 
13 
(25.00%) 
19 
(26.76%) 
 
Occasionally 6 
(31.58%) 
21 
(40.38%) 
27 
(38.03%) 
 
Rarely 3 
(15.79%) 
11 
(21.15%) 
14 
(19.72%) 
 
Never 1 
(5.26%) 
2 
(3.85%) 
3 
(4.23%) 
 
 
Table 26  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Paper Revisions 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 5 
(26.32%) 
9 
(17.31%) 
14 
(19.72%) 
 
A moderate amount 8 
(42.11%) 
24 
(46.15%) 
32 
(45.07%) 
 
Occasionally 4 
(21.05%) 
15 
(28.85%) 
19 
(26.76%) 
 
Rarely 1 
(5.26%) 
2 
(3.85%) 
3 
(4.23%) 
 
Never 1 
(5.26%) 
2 
(3.85%) 
3 
(4.23%) 
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Table 27  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Seeking Alternative Solutions 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 3 
(15.79%) 
10 
(19.23%) 
13 
(18.31%) 
 
A moderate amount 11 
(57.89%) 
30 
(57.69%) 
41 
(57.75%) 
 
Occasionally 4 
(21.05%) 
9 
(17.31%) 
13 
(18.31%) 
 
Rarely 0 
(5.26%) 
3 
(5.77%) 
3 
(4.23%) 
 
Never 1 
(5.26%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
1 
(1.41%) 
 
 
 
Table 28  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Looking Up Scientific Articles and Resources 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 1 
(5.26%) 
6 
(11.54%) 
7 
(9.86%) 
 
A moderate amount 9 
(47.37%) 
14 
(26.92%) 
23 
(32.39%) 
 
Occasionally 7 
(36.84%) 
10 
(19.23%) 
17 
(23.94%) 
 
Rarely 1 
(5.26%) 
17 
(32.69%) 
18 
(25.35%) 
 
Never 1 
(5.26%) 
5 
(9.62%) 
6 
(8.45%) 
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Table 29  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Exploring Non-Required Topics 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 3 
(15.79%) 
10 
(19.23%) 
13 
(18.31%) 
 
A moderate amount 6 
(31.58%) 
14 
(57.69%) 
20 
(57.75%) 
 
Occasionally 5 
(26.32%) 
12 
(17.31%) 
17 
(18.31%) 
 
Rarely 4 
(21.05%) 
13 
(5.77%) 
17 
(4.23%) 
 
Never 1 
(5.26%) 
3 
(0.00%) 
4 
(1.41%) 
 
 
Table 30  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Previewing Chapters 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 2 
(10.50%) 
4 
(7.69%) 
6 
(8.45%) 
 
A moderate amount 3 
(15.80%) 
12 
(23.08%) 
15 
(21.13%) 
 
Occasionally 6 
(31.60%) 
16 
(30.77%) 
22 
(30.99%) 
 
Rarely 5 
(26.30%) 
14 
(26.92%) 
19 
(26.76%) 
 
Never 3 
(1.58%) 
6 
(11.54%) 
9 
(12.68%) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A PROGRAM EVALUATION: EXAMINING THE EFFECT OF A RESIDENTIAL 
BUSINESS LEARNING COMMUNITY  
 
 
172 
Table 31  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Reviewing Class Notes 
  BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal  4 
(21.10%) 
5 
(9.62%) 
9 
(12.68%) 
 
A moderate amount  6 
(31.60%) 
30 
(57.69%) 
36 
(50.7%) 
 
Occasionally  4 
(21.10%) 
5 
(9.62%) 
9 
(12.68%) 
 
Rarely  3 
(15.80%) 
7 
(13.46%) 
10 
(14.08%) 
 
Never  2 
(10.50%) 
5 
(9.62%) 
7 
(9.86%) 
 
 
Table 32  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Predicting Exam Questions 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 4 
(21.05%) 
15 
(28.80%) 
19 
(26.80%) 
 
A moderate amount 6 
(31.60%) 
15 
(28.80%) 
21 
(29.60%) 
 
Occasionally 5 
(26.32%) 
7 
(13.50%) 
12 
(16.90%) 
 
Rarely 1 
(5.26%) 
8 
(15.40%) 
9 
(12.70%) 
 
Never 3 
(15.79%) 
7 
(13.50%) 
10 
(14.10%) 
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Table 33  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Viewing Classes as Inspiring 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 6 
(31.58%) 
9 
(17.31%) 
15 
(21.13%) 
 
A moderate amount 4 
(21.05%) 
27 
(51.92%) 
31 
(43.66%) 
 
Occasionally 7 
(36.84%) 
10 
(19.23%) 
17 
(23.94%) 
 
Rarely 1 
(5.26%) 
4 
(7.69%) 
5 
(7.04%) 
 
Never 1 
(5.26%) 
2 
(3.85%) 
3 
(4.23%) 
 
 
Table 34  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Feeling Bored in Class 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 3 
(16.70%) 
12 
(23.08%) 
15 
(21.43%) 
 
A moderate amount 8 
(44.4%) 
17 
(32.69%) 
25 
(35.71%) 
 
Occasionally 5 
(27.8%) 
17 
(32.69%) 
22 
(31.43%) 
 
Rarely 2 
(11.10%) 
4 
(7.69%) 
6 
(8.57%) 
 
Never 0 
(0.00%) 
1 
(1.92%) 
1 
(1.43%) 
 
Choose not to answer 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
1 
(1.92%) 
 
1 
(1.43%) 
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Table 35  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Feeling Overwhelmed 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 6 
(33.30%) 
18 
(34.62%) 
24 
(34.29%) 
 
A moderate amount 6 
(33.30%) 
13 
(25.00%) 
19 
(27.14%) 
 
Occasionally 4 
(22.20%) 
12 
(23.08%) 
16 
(22.86%) 
 
Rarely 2 
(11.10%) 
8 
(15.38%) 
10 
(14.29%) 
 
Never 0 
(0.00%) 
1 
(1.92%) 
1 
(1.43%) 
    
 
 
Table 36  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Taking Notes in Class 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 11 
(61.11%) 
33 
(63.46%) 
44 
(62.86%) 
 
A moderate amount 6 
(33.33%) 
15 
(28.85%) 
21 
(30.00%) 
 
Occasionally 1 
(5.56%) 
4 
(7.69%) 
5 
(7.14%) 
 
Rarely 0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
Never 0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
Choose not to answer 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
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Table 37  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Putting Off Studying 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 4 
(22.22%) 
7 
(13.73%) 
11 
(15.90%) 
 
A moderate amount 4 
(22.22%) 
13 
(25.49%) 
17 
(24.60%) 
 
Occasionally 5 
(27.78%) 
15 
(29.41%) 
20 
(29.00%) 
 
Rarely 4 
(22.22%) 
13 
(25.49%) 
17 
(24.60%) 
 
Never 1 
(5.56%) 
3 
(5.88%) 
4 
(5.80%) 
 
Choose not to answer 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
 
Table 38  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Turning in Assignments Late 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 2 
(11.11%) 
1 
(1.92%) 
3 
(4.29%) 
 
A moderate amount 0 
(0.00%) 
2 
(3.85%) 
2 
(2.86%) 
 
Occasionally 1 
(5.56%) 
10 
(19.23%) 
11 
(15.71%) 
 
Rarely 8 
(44.44%) 
18 
(34.62%) 
26 
(37.14%) 
 
Never 7 
(38.89%) 
20 
(38.46%) 
27 
(38.57%) 
 
Choose not to answer 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
1 
(1.92%) 
 
1 
(1.43%) 
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Table 39  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Skipping Class 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 1 
(5.56%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
1 
(1.43%) 
 
A moderate amount 2 
(11.11%) 
2 
(3.85%) 
4 
(5.71%) 
 
Occasionally 3 
(16.67%) 
14 
(26.92%) 
17 
(24.29%) 
 
Rarely 12 
(66.67%) 
30 
(57.69%) 
42 
(60.00%) 
 
Never 0 
(0.00%) 
5 
(9.62%) 
5 
(7.14%) 
 
Choose not to answer 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
1 
(1.92%) 
 
1 
(1.43%) 
 
 
Table 40  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Submitting Assignments Non-Reflective of Best Work 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 1 
(5.56%) 
1 
(1.92%) 
2 
(2.86%) 
 
A moderate amount 1 
(5.56%) 
8 
(15.38%) 
9 
(12.86%) 
 
Occasionally 11 
(61.11%) 
22 
(42.31%) 
33 
(32.86%) 
 
Rarely 4 
(22.22%) 
19 
(36.54%) 
23 
(32.86%) 
 
Never 1 
(5.56%) 
2 
(3.85%) 
3 
(4.29%) 
 
Choose not to answer 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
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Table 41  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Falling Asleep in Class 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 2 
(11.11%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
2 
(2.90%) 
 
A moderate amount 0 
(0.00%) 
2 
(3.92%) 
2 
(2.90%) 
 
Occasionally 1 
(5.56%) 
4 
(7.84%) 
5 
(7.25%) 
 
Rarely 5 
(27.78%) 
18 
(35.29%) 
23 
(33.33%) 
 
Never 9 
(50.00%) 
27 
(52.94%) 
36 
(52.17%) 
 
Choose not to answer 
 
1 
(5.56%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
1 
(1.45%) 
 
 
Table 42  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Accessing Library Resources Electronically 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 0 
(0.00%) 
3 
(5.77%) 
3 
(4.29%) 
 
A moderate amount 2 
(11.11%) 
8 
(15.38%) 
10 
(14.29%) 
 
Occasionally 2 
(11.11%) 
14 
(26.92%) 
16 
(22.86%) 
 
Rarely 11 
(61.11%) 
16 
(30.77%) 
27 
(38.57%) 
 
Never 2 
(11.11%) 
11 
(21.15%) 
13 
(18.57%) 
 
Choose not to answer 
 
1 
(5.56%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
1 
(1.45%) 
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Table 43  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Taking Responsibility for Learning 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Strongly agree 11 
(61.11%) 
25 
(49.02%) 
36 
(52.17%) 
 
Agree 6 
(33.33%) 
23 
(45.10%) 
29 
(42.03%) 
 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 
0 
(0.00%) 
3 
(5.88%) 
3 
(4.35%) 
 
Disagree 0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
Strongly disagree 1 
(5.56%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
1 
(1.45%) 
 
Choose not to answer 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
 
Table 44  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Understanding Global Issues 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A major strength 6 
(33.33%) 
9 
(17.31%) 
15 
(21.43%) 
 
Somewhat strong 7 
(38.89%) 
24 
(46.15%) 
31 
(44.29%) 
 
Average 1 
(5.56%) 
16 
(30.77%) 
17 
(24.29%) 
 
Somewhat weak 3 
(16.67%) 
2 
(3.85%) 
5 
(7.14%) 
 
A major weakness 1 
(5.56%) 
1 
(1.92%) 
2 
(2.86%) 
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Table 45  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Thinking Creatively 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A major strength 10 
(55.56%) 
16 
(30.77%) 
26 
(37.14%) 
 
Somewhat strong 3 
(16.67%) 
20 
(38.46%) 
23 
(32.86%) 
 
Average 2 
(11.11%) 
14 
(26.92%) 
16 
(22.86%) 
 
Somewhat weak 2 
(11.11%) 
2 
(3.85%) 
4 
(5.71%) 
 
A major weakness 1 
(5.56%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
1 
(1.43%) 
 
 
Table 46  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Solving Problems 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A major strength 11 
(61.11%) 
16 
(31.40%) 
27 
(39.10%) 
 
Somewhat strong 6 
(33.33%) 
25 
(49.00%) 
31 
(44.90%) 
 
Average 1 
(5.56%) 
10 
(19.60%) 
11 
(15.90 
 
Somewhat weak 0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
A major weakness 0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
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Table 47  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Study Skills 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A major strength 5 
(27.80%) 
15 
(28.85%) 
20 
(28.57%) 
 
Somewhat strong 9 
(50.00%) 
10 
(19.23%) 
19 
(27.14%) 
 
Average 2 
(11.10%) 
19 
(36.54%) 
21 
(30.00%) 
 
Somewhat weak 2 
(11.10%) 
5 
(9.62%) 
7 
(10.00%) 
 
A major weakness 0 
(0.00%) 
3 
(5.77%) 
3 
(4.29%) 
 
 
Table 48  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Listening to Lectures 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A major strength 4 
(22.22%) 
14 
(26.92%) 
18 
(25.71%) 
 
Somewhat strong 10 
(55.56%) 
17 
(32.69%) 
27 
(38.57%) 
 
Average 3 
(16.67%) 
17 
(32.69%) 
20 
(28.57%) 
 
Somewhat weak 1 
(5.56%) 
4 
(7.69%) 
5 
(7.14%) 
 
A major weakness 0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
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Table 49  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Contributing to In-Class Discussions 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 6 
(33.33%) 
12 
(23.08%) 
18 
(25.71%) 
 
A moderate amount 6 
(33.33%) 
18 
(34.62%) 
24 
(34.29%) 
 
Occasionally 5 
(27.78%) 
20 
(38.46%) 
25 
(35.71%) 
 
Rarely 1 
(5.56%) 
1 
(1.92%) 
2 
(2.86%) 
 
Never 
 
 
Choose not to answer 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
1 
(1.92%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
1 
(1.43%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
 
 
 
Table 50  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Witnessing Academic Dishonesty & Cheating 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
A great deal 5 
(27.80%) 
6 
(11.50%) 
11 
(15.70%) 
 
A moderate amount 3 
(16.70%) 
6 
(11.50%) 
9 
(12.90%) 
 
Occasionally 5 
(27.80%) 
9 
(17.30%) 
14 
(20.00%) 
 
Rarely 3 
(16.70%) 
20 
(38.50%) 
23 
(32.90%) 
 
Never 
 
 
Choose not to answer 
2 
(11.10%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
11 
(21.20%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
13 
(18.60%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
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Table 51  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Personal Rating: Academic Ability 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Highest 10% 3 
(15.80%) 
13 
(25.00%) 
16 
(22.50%) 
 
Above average 13 
(68.40%) 
25 
(48.10%) 
38 
(53.50%) 
 
Average 3 
(15.80%) 
14 
(26.90%) 
17 
(23.90%) 
 
Below average 0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
Lowest 10% 0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
 
Table 52  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Personal Rating: Competitiveness 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Highest 10% 7 
(36.84%) 
17 
(32.69%) 
24 
(33.80%) 
 
Above average 9 
(47.37%) 
22 
(42.31%) 
31 
(43.66%) 
 
Average 2 
(10.53%) 
10 
(19.23%) 
12 
(16.90%) 
 
Below average 1 
(5.26%) 
3 
(5.77%) 
4 
(5.63%) 
 
Lowest 10% 0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
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Table 53  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Personal Rating: Leadership Ability 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Highest 10% 11 
(57.90%) 
16 
(30.77%) 
27 
(38.03%) 
 
Above average 6 
(31.60%) 
25 
(48.08%) 
31 
(43.66%) 
 
Average 0 
(0.00%) 
9 
(17.31%) 
9 
(12.68%) 
 
Below average 2 
(10.50%) 
2 
(3.85%) 
4 
(5.63%) 
 
Lowest 10% 0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
 
Table 54  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Personal Rating: Motivation to Succeed Academically 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Highest 10% 8 
(42.10%) 
14 
(26.92%) 
22 
(30.99%) 
 
Above average 8 
(42.10%) 
26 
(50.00%) 
34 
(47.89%) 
 
Average 3 
(15.80%) 
9 
(17.31%) 
12 
(16.90%) 
 
Below average 0 
(0.00%) 
3 
(5.77%) 
3 
(4.23%) 
 
Lowest 10% 0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
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Table 55  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Personal Rating: Public-Speaking Ability 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Highest 10% 8 
(42.10%) 
10 
(19.23%) 
18 
(25.35%) 
 
Above average 6 
(31.60%) 
16 
(30.77%) 
22 
(30.99%) 
 
Average 5 
(26.30%) 
19 
(36.54%) 
24 
(33.80%) 
 
Below average 0 
(0.00%) 
5 
(9.62%) 
5 
(7.04%) 
 
Lowest 10% 0 
(0.00%) 
2 
(3.85%) 
2 
(2.82%) 
 
 
Table 56  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Personal Rating: Self-Efficiency (Belief in Intellectual Ability) 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Highest 10% 7 
(36.80%) 
17 
(32.69%) 
24 
(33.80%) 
 
Above average 7 
(36.80%) 
20 
(38.46%) 
27 
(38.03%) 
 
Average 5 
(26.30%) 
13 
(25.00%) 
18 
(25.35%) 
 
Below average 0 
(0.00%) 
2 
(3.85%) 
2 
(2.82%) 
 
Lowest 10% 0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
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Table 57  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Personal Rating: Self-Confidence (Social) 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Highest 10% 6 
(31.58%) 
14 
(26.92%) 
20 
(28.17%) 
 
Above average 5 
(26.32%) 
17 
(32.69%) 
22 
(30.99%) 
 
Average 7 
(36.84%) 
20 
(38.46%) 
27 
(38.03%) 
 
Below average 1 
(5.26%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
1 
(1.41%) 
 
Lowest 10% 0 
(0.00%) 
1 
(1.92%) 
1 
(1.41%) 
 
 
Table 58  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Personal Rating: Understanding Others 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Highest 10% 8 
(42.11%) 
17 
(32.69%) 
25 
(35.21%) 
 
Above average 10 
(52.63%) 
24 
(46.15%) 
34 
(47.89%) 
 
Average 1 
(5.26%) 
10 
(19.23%) 
11 
(15.49%) 
 
Below average 0 
(0.00%) 
1 
(1.92%) 
1 
(1.41%) 
 
Lowest 10% 0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A PROGRAM EVALUATION: EXAMINING THE EFFECT OF A RESIDENTIAL 
BUSINESS LEARNING COMMUNITY  
 
 
186 
Table 59  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Personal Rating: Writing Ability 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Highest 10% 3 
(15.80%) 
7 
(13.46%) 
10 
(14.08%) 
 
Above average 11 
(57.90%) 
27 
(51.92%) 
38 
(53.52%) 
 
Average 5 
(26.30%) 
17 
(32.69%) 
22 
(30.99%) 
 
Below average 0 
(0.00%) 
1 
(1.92%) 
1 
(1.41%) 
 
Lowest 10% 0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
 
Table 60  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Personal Rating: Feeling Part of the Campus Community 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Strongly agree 9 
(50.00%) 
6 
(11.76%) 
15 
(21.73%) 
 
Agree 5 
(27.77%) 
25 
(49.01%) 
30 
(43.47%) 
 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 
2 
(11.11%) 
9 
(17.64%) 
11 
(15.94%) 
 
 
Disagree 1 
(5.55%) 
9 
(17.64%) 
10 
(14.49%) 
 
Strongly disagree 1 
(5.55%) 
2 
(3.92%) 
3 
(4.34%) 
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Table 61  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Personal Rating: Feeling Valued by the BCLU 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Strongly agree 6 
(33.33%) 
4 
(7.84%) 
10 
(14.50%) 
 
Agree 6 
(33.33%) 
20 
(39.22%) 
26 
(37.70%) 
 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 
2 
(11.11%) 
21 
(41.18%) 
23 
(33.30%) 
 
 
Disagree 3 
(16.67%) 
5 
(9.80%) 
8 
(11.60%) 
 
Strongly disagree 1 
(5.56%) 
1 
(1.96%) 
2 
(2.90%) 
 
 
Table 62  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Personal Rating: Feeling a Sense of Belonging 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Strongly agree 8 
(44.44%) 
5 
(9.8%) 
13 
(18.80%) 
 
Agree 6 
(33.33%) 
25 
(49.02%) 
31 
(44.90%) 
 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 
1 
(5.56%) 
12 
(23.53%) 
13 
(18.80%) 
 
 
Disagree 2 
(11.11%) 
6 
(11.76%) 
8 
(11.60%) 
 
Strongly disagree 1 
(5.56%) 
3 
(5.88%) 
4 
(5.80%) 
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Table 63  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Personal Rating: Ability to Work as Part of a Team 
 BLC Non-BLC All 
    
 
A major strength 
 
 
12 
(66.70%) 
 
25 
(48.08%) 
 
37 
(52.86%) 
 
Somewhat strong 
 
6 
(33.33%) 
 
21 
(40.38%) 
 
27 
(38.57%) 
 
Average 
 
 
Somewhat weak 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
5 
(9.62%) 
 
1 
(1.92%) 
 
5 
(7.14%) 
 
1 
(1.43%) 
 
A major weakness 
 
0 
 
0 
 
0 
 
 
(0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%) 
 
 
Table 64  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Learning and Interacting with Peers: Dining or Sharing a Meal with Students 
from a Different Racial/Ethnic Group 
 BLC Non-BLC All 
    
 
Very often 
 
 
10 
(55.56%) 
 
16 
(30.77%) 
 
26 
(37.14%) 
 
Often 
 
5 
(27.78%) 
 
16 
(30.77%) 
 
21 
(30.00%) 
 
Sometimes 
 
 
Seldom 
 
2 
(11.10%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
16 
(30.77%) 
 
2 
(3.85%) 
 
18 
(25.71%) 
 
2 
(2.86%) 
 
Never 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
 
(5.56%) (3.85%) (4.29%) 
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Table 65  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Learning and Interacting with Peers: Sharing Personal Feelings or Problems 
with Students from a Different Racial/Ethnic Group 
 BLC Non-BLC All 
    
 
Very often 
 
 
9 
(50.00%) 
 
11 
(21.15%) 
 
20 
(28.57%) 
 
Often 
 
6 
(33.33%) 
 
13 
(25.00%) 
 
19 
(27.14%) 
 
Sometimes 
 
 
Seldom 
 
2 
(11.10%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
17 
(32.69%) 
 
8 
(15.38%) 
 
19 
(27.14%) 
 
8 
(11.43%) 
 
Never 
 
1 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
(5.56%) (5.77%) (5.71%) 
 
 
 
Table 66  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Learning and Interacting with Peers: Socializing or Partying with Students 
from a Different Racial/Ethnic Group 
 BLC Non-BLC All 
    
 
Very often 
 
 
11 
(61.11%) 
 
16 
(30.77%) 
 
27 
(38.57%) 
 
Often 
 
5 
(27.78%) 
 
14 
(26.92%) 
 
19 
(27.14%) 
 
Sometimes 
 
 
Seldom 
 
1 
(5.56%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
12 
(23.08%) 
 
6 
(11.54%) 
 
13 
(18.57%) 
 
6 
(8.57%) 
 
Never 
 
1 
 
4 
 
5 
 
 
(5.56%) (7.69%) (7.14%) 
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Table 67  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Learning and Interacting with Peers: Studying or Preparing for Class with 
Students from a Different Racial/Ethnic Group 
 BLC Non-BLC All 
    
 
Very often 
 
 
8 
(44.44%) 
 
9 
(17.31%) 
 
17 
(24.29%) 
 
Often 
 
6 
(33.33%) 
 
19 
(36.54%) 
 
25 
(35.71%) 
 
Sometimes 
 
 
Seldom 
 
3 
(16.67%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
17 
(32.69%) 
 
5 
(9.62%) 
 
20 
(28.57%) 
 
5 
(7.14%) 
 
Never 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
 
(5.56%) (3.85%) (4.29%) 
 
 
 
Table 68  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Learning and Interacting with Peers: Interacting with Peer Mentors from 
UNIV 101 
 BLC Non-BLC All 
    
 
A great deal 
 
 
4 
(21.05%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
4 
(5.63%) 
 
A moderate amount 
 
5 
(26.32%) 
 
1 
(1.92%) 
 
6 
(8.45%) 
 
Occasionally 
 
 
Rarely 
 
3 
(15.79%) 
 
1 
(5.26%) 
 
5 
(9.62%) 
 
10 
(19.23%) 
 
8 
(11.27%) 
 
11 
(15.49%) 
 
Never 
 
6 
 
36 
 
42 
 
 
(31.58%) (69.23%) (59.15%) 
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Table 69  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Learning and Interacting with Peers: Interacting with Teaching Assistants 
from BUSN 101 
 BLC Non-BLC All 
    
 
A great deal 
 
 
4 
(21.05%) 
 
0 
(0.00%) 
 
4 
(5.63%) 
 
A moderate amount 
 
5 
(26.32%) 
 
1 
(1.92%) 
 
6 
(8.45%) 
 
Occasionally 
 
 
Rarely 
 
3 
(15.79%) 
 
1 
(5.26%) 
 
5 
(9.62%) 
 
10 
(19.23%) 
 
8 
(11.27%) 
 
11 
(15.49%) 
 
Never 
 
6 
 
36 
 
42 
 
 
(31.58%) (69.23%) (59.15%) 
 
 
Table 70  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Learning and Interacting with Peers: Studying with Other Students 
Summary of Responses 
 BLC Non-Learning Community All 
 
A great deal 
 
 
11 
(61.11%) 
 
9 
(17.65%) 
 
20 
(28.99%) 
 
A moderate amount 
 
2 
(11.11%) 
 
15 
(29.41%) 
 
17 
(24.64%) 
 
Occasionally 
 
 
Rarely 
 
4 
(22.22%) 
 
0 
(0.0%) 
 
13 
(25.49%) 
 
10 
(19.61%) 
 
17 
(24.64%) 
 
10 
(14.49%) 
 
Never 
 
1 
 
4 
 
5 
 
 
(5.56%) (7.84%) (7.25%) 
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Table 71  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Learning and Interacting with Peers: Receiving Advice/Counseling from 
another Student 
Summary of Responses 
 BLC Non-Learning Community All 
 
A great deal 
 
 
5 
(27.78%) 
 
2 
(3.85%) 
 
7 
(10.00%) 
 
A moderate amount 
 
3 
(16.67%) 
 
15 
(28.85%) 
 
18 
(25.71%) 
 
Occasionally 
 
 
Rarely 
 
7 
(38.89%) 
 
1 
(5.56%) 
 
17 
(32.69%) 
 
13 
(25.00%) 
 
24 
(34.29%) 
 
15 
(21.43%) 
 
Never 
 
0 
 
5 
 
6 
 
 
(0.00%) (9.62%) (8.57%) 
 
 
Table 72  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Learning and Interacting with Peers: Helping or Aiding another Student 
Academically 
Summary of Responses 
 BLC Non-Learning Community All 
 
A great deal 
 
 
4 
(22.2%) 
 
6 
(11.54%) 
 
10 
(14.29%) 
 
A moderate amount 
 
9 
(50.0%) 
 
18 
(34.62%) 
 
27 
(38.57%) 
 
Occasionally 
 
 
Rarely 
 
5 
(27.8%) 
 
0 
(0.0%) 
 
18 
(34.62%) 
 
6 
(11.54%) 
 
23 
(32.86%) 
 
6 
(8.57%) 
 
Never 
 
0 
 
4 
 
4 
 
 
(0.00%) (7.69%) (5.71%) 
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Table 73  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Learning and Interacting with Peers: Discussing Course Content Outside of 
Class 
Summary of Responses 
 BLC Non-Learning Community All 
 
A great deal 
 
 
6 
(33.3%) 
 
9 
(17.31%) 
 
15 
(21.43%) 
 
A moderate amount 
 
10 
(55.6%) 
 
19 
(36.54%) 
 
29 
(41.43%) 
 
Occasionally 
 
 
Rarely 
 
2 
(11.1%) 
 
0 
(0.0%) 
 
20 
(38.46%) 
 
2 
(3.85%) 
 
22 
(31.43%) 
 
2 
(2.86%) 
 
Never 
 
0 
 
2 
 
2 
 
 
(0.00%) (3.85%) (2.86%) 
 
 
Table 74  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Interactions with Faculty and Staff: Interacting with Faculty Outside of Class 
or in Office Hours 
Summary of Responses 
 BLC Non-Learning Community All 
 
A great deal 
 
 
3 
(15.79%) 
 
3 
(5.88%) 
 
6 
(8.57%) 
 
A moderate amount 
 
3 
(15.79%) 
 
8 
(15.69%) 
 
11 
(15.71%) 
 
Occasionally 
 
 
Rarely 
 
7 
(36.84%) 
 
5 
(26.32%) 
 
20 
(39.22%) 
 
11 
(21.57%) 
 
27 
(38.57%) 
 
16 
(22.86%) 
 
Never 
 
1 
 
9 
 
10 
 
 
(5.26%) (17.65%) (14.29%) 
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Table 75  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Interactions with Faculty and Staff: Feeling Faculty Provide Feedback to 
Help You Assess Progress 
Summary of Responses 
 BLC Non-Learning Community All 
 
A great deal 
 
 
3 
(15.79%) 
 
6 
(11.5%) 
 
9 
(12.68%) 
 
A moderate amount 
 
9 
(47.37%) 
 
23 
(44.2%) 
 
32 
(45.07%) 
 
Occasionally 
 
 
Rarely 
 
4 
(21.05%) 
 
2 
(10.53%) 
 
10 
(19.2%) 
 
13 
(25.0%) 
 
14 
(19.72%) 
 
15 
(21.13%) 
 
Never 
 
1 
 
0 
 
1 
 
 
(5.26%) (0.0%) (1.41%) 
 
 
 
 
Table 76  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Interactions with Faculty and Staff: Feeling Contributions are Valued in 
Class 
Summary of Responses 
 BLC Non-Learning Community All 
 
A great deal 
 
 
4 
(21.05%) 
 
5 
(9.62%) 
 
9 
(12.68%) 
 
A moderate amount 
 
11 
(57.89%) 
 
29 
(55.77%) 
 
40 
(56.34%) 
 
Occasionally 
 
 
Rarely 
 
2 
(10.53%) 
 
1 
(5.26%) 
 
11 
(21.15%) 
 
7 
(13.46%) 
 
13 
(18.31%) 
 
8 
(11.27%) 
 
Never 
 
1 
 
0 
 
1 
 
 
(5.26%) (0.0%) (1.41%) 
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Table 77  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Interactions with Faculty and Staff: Faculty Encourage You to Ask Questions 
and Participate in Class Discussions 
Summary of Responses 
 BLC Non-Learning Community All 
 
A great deal 
 
 
10 
(52.63%) 
 
11 
(21.15%) 
 
21 
(29.58%) 
 
A moderate amount 
 
7 
(36.84%) 
 
31 
(59.62%) 
 
38 
(53.52%) 
 
Occasionally 
 
 
Rarely 
 
1 
(5.26%) 
 
0 
(0.0%) 
 
8 
(15.38%) 
 
2 
(3.85%) 
 
9 
(12.68%) 
 
2 
(2.82%) 
 
Never 
 
1 
 
0 
 
1 
 
 
(5.26%) (0.0%) (1.41%) 
 
 
 
Table 78  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Interactions with Faculty and Staff: Asking Faculty for Advice after Class 
Summary of Responses 
 BLC Non-Learning Community All 
 
A great deal 
 
 
4 
(22.22%) 
 
5 
(9.8%) 
 
9 
(13.0%) 
 
A moderate amount 
 
5 
(27.78%) 
 
7 
(13.7%) 
 
12 
(17.4%) 
 
Occasionally 
 
 
Rarely 
 
5 
(27.78%) 
 
3 
(16.67%) 
 
16 
(31.4%) 
 
18 
(35.3%) 
 
21 
(30.4%) 
 
21 
(30.4%) 
 
Never 
 
1 
 
5 
 
6 
 
 
(5.26%) (9.8%) (8.7%) 
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Table 79  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Interactions with Faculty and Staff: Faculty Believe in My Potential to 
Succeed Academically 
Summary of Responses 
 BLC Non-Learning Community All 
 
Strongly agree 
 
 
7 
(38.89%) 
 
7 
(13.73%) 
 
14 
(20.29%) 
 
Agree 
 
7 
(38.89%) 
 
23 
(45.1%) 
 
30 
(43.48%) 
 
Neither agree nor disagree 
 
 
Disagree 
 
1 
(5.56%) 
 
2 
(11.11%) 
 
18 
(35.29%) 
 
3 
(5.88%) 
 
19 
(27.54%) 
 
5 
(7.25%) 
 
Strongly disagree 
 
1 
 
0 
 
1 
 
 
(5.26%) (0.0%) (1.45%) 
 
 
Table 80  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Campus Environment and Experiences: Interactions with Family Since 
Entering the Research Site 
Summary of Responses 
 BLC Non-Learning Community All 
 
A great deal 
 
 
12 
(63.16%) 
 
31 
(60.78%) 
 
43 
(61.43%) 
 
A moderate amount 
 
2 
(10.53%) 
 
16 
(31.37%) 
 
18 
(25.71%) 
 
Occasionally 
 
 
Rarely 
 
3 
(15.79%) 
 
1 
(5.26%) 
 
2 
(3.92%) 
 
0 
(0.0%) 
 
5 
(7.14%) 
 
1 
(1.43%) 
 
Never 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
 
(5.26%) (3.92%) (4.29%) 
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Table 81  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Campus Environment and Experiences: Interactions with Close Friends at the 
Research Site 
Summary of Responses 
 BLC Non-Learning Community All 
 
A great deal 
 
 
13 
(68.42%) 
 
36 
(69.23%) 
 
49 
(69.01%) 
 
A moderate amount 
 
5 
(26.32%) 
 
9 
(17.31%) 
 
14 
(19.72%) 
 
Occasionally 
 
 
Rarely 
 
0 
(0.0%) 
 
0 
(0.0%) 
 
3 
(5.77%) 
 
1 
(1.92%) 
 
3 
(4.23%) 
 
1 
(1.43%) 
 
Never 
 
1 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
(5.26%) (5.77%) (5.63%) 
 
 
Table 82   
Frequency of Responses Associated with Campus Environment and Experiences: Frequency of Feeling Lonely or 
Homesick 
Summary of Responses 
 BLC Non-Learning Community All 
 
A great deal 
 
 
1 
(5.26%) 
 
4 
(7.69%) 
 
5 
(7.04%) 
 
A moderate amount 
 
1 
(5.26%) 
 
6 
(11.54%) 
 
7 
(9.86%) 
 
Occasionally 
 
 
Rarely 
 
7 
(36.84%) 
 
9 
(47.37%) 
 
16 
(30.77%) 
 
11 
(21.15%) 
 
23 
(32.39%) 
 
20 
(28.17%) 
 
Never 
 
1 
 
15 
 
16 
 
 
(5.26%) (28.85%) (22.54%) 
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Table 83   
Frequency of Responses Associated with Campus Environment and Experiences: Frequency of Feeling Isolated from 
Campus Life 
Summary of Responses 
 BLC Non-Learning Community All 
 
A great deal 
 
 
2 
(10.5%) 
 
4 
(7.69%) 
 
6 
(8.45%) 
 
A moderate amount 
 
0 
(0.0%) 
 
10 
(19.23%) 
 
10 
(14.08%) 
 
Occasionally 
 
 
Rarely 
 
2 
(10.5%) 
 
11 
(57.9%) 
 
8 
(15.38%) 
 
12 
(23.08%) 
 
10 
(14.08%) 
 
23 
(32.39%) 
 
Never 
 
4 
 
18 
 
22 
 
 
(21.1%) (34.62%) (30.99%) 
 
 
Table 84   
Frequency of Responses Associated with Campus Environment and Experiences: Frequency of Feeling Unsafe on 
Campus 
Summary of Responses 
 BLC Non-Learning Community All 
 
A great deal 
 
 
N=1 
(10.5%) 
 
N=3 
(7.69%) 
 
N=4 
(8.45%) 
 
A moderate amount 
 
N=1 
(0.0%) 
 
N=5 
(19.23%) 
 
N=6 
(14.08%) 
 
Occasionally 
 
 
Rarely 
 
N=3 
(10.5%) 
 
N=9 
(57.9%) 
 
N=11 
(15.38%) 
 
N=22 
(23.08%) 
 
N=14 
(14.08%) 
 
N=31 
(32.39%) 
 
Never 
 
N=5 
 
N=11 
 
N=16 
 
 
(21.1%) (34.62%) (30.99%) 
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Table 85   
Frequency of Responses Associated with Learning and Interacting with Peers: Seeing Myself as a Part of the Campus 
Community 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Strongly agree 9 
(50.0%) 
6 
(11.76%) 
15 
(21.74%) 
 
Agree 5 
(27.78%) 
25 
(49.02%) 
30 
(43.48%) 
 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 
2 
(11.11%) 
9 
(17.65%) 
11 
(15.94%) 
 
Disagree 1 
(5.56%) 
9 
(17.65%) 
10 
(14.49%) 
 
Strongly disagree 1 
(5.56%) 
2 
(3.92%) 
3 
(4.35%) 
    
 
 
Table 86   
Frequency of Responses Associated with Learning and Interacting with Peers: Feeling Valued in the Business College 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Strongly agree 6 
(33.33%) 
4 
(7.84%) 
10 
(14.5%) 
 
Agree 6 
(33.33%) 
20 
(39.22%) 
26 
(37.7%) 
 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 
2 
(11.11%) 
21 
(41.18%) 
23 
(33.3%) 
 
Disagree 3 
(16.67%) 
5 
(9.8%) 
8 
(11.6%) 
 
Strongly disagree 1 
(5.56%) 
1 
(1.96%) 
2 
(2.9%) 
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Table 87  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Learning and Interacting with Peers: Feeling a Sense of Belonging to the 
Campus 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Strongly agree 8 
(44.44%) 
5 
(9.8%) 
13 
(18.8%) 
 
Agree 6 
(33.33%) 
25 
(49.02%) 
31 
(44.9%) 
 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 
1 
(5.56%) 
12 
(23.53%) 
13 
(18.8%) 
 
Disagree 2 
(11.11%) 
6 
(11.76%) 
8 
(11.6%) 
 
Strongly disagree 1 
(5.56%) 
3 
(5.88%) 
4 
(5.8%) 
    
 
 
Table 88  
Frequency of Responses Associated with Learning and Interacting with Peers: Would you still enroll in the Business 
School? 
 BLC Non-BLC Total  
Definitely yes 11 
(57.9%) 
22 
(42.31%) 
33 
(46.48%) 
Probably yes 6 
(31.6%) 
21 
(40.38%) 
27 
(38.03%) 
Definitely no 0 
(0.0%) 
1 
(1.92%) 
1 
(1.41%) 
Probably no 2 
(10.5%) 
8 
(15.38%) 
10 
(14.08%) 
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Appendix E: CITI Certification 
 
